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This study investigated the differences in student behavior, participation, and achievement after 
the implementation of a PBIS at one juvenile justice facility in West Virginia. Teacher and 
correctional officer perceptions of PBIS were also examined. Data were collected from student 
refusal reports, report cards, incident reports, and teacher and correctional officer interviews. 
Student achievement in math and English language arts, following the implementation of PBIS, 
improved as the percentage of D and F grades decreased while the numbers of A and B grades 
increased between 2016-17 and 2018-19. One-sample t-Test results for first semester and second 
semester math and ELA GPAs across the years show that mean scores increased every year from 
2016-17 to 2018-19. Student refusals also decreased from 2016-17 to 2018-19. Student behavior 
incidents also decreased between 2016-17 and 2018. Teachers believe PBIS had positive impacts 
on student behavior, participation, and achievement, and encourage other juvenile facilities to 
incorporate PBIS in their programming. Correctional officers’ perceptions of PBIS 
implementation varied. Sixty percent of officers reported indifference to the program before 
implementation and forty percent stated they did not understand much about the program after 
two years of implementation. When asked about the impact of PBIS on student achievement, 
seven of the ten officers indicated that they believed students had been more successful after the 
implementation of PBIS. Study findings suggest PBIS could be a positive addition to similar 





 Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is an implementation framework 
for maximizing the selection and use of evidence-based prevention and intervention practices 
along a multi-tiered continuum that supports the academic, social, emotional, and behavioral 
competence of all students (PBIS OSEP, 2018). While PBIS is being used in nearly 26,000 
general education schools nationwide and has been shown to be effective in improving student 
behavior, there are no conclusive national data on the number of juvenile justice facilities 
implementing PBIS (Gagnon, Barber, & Soyturk, 2018). Over the past few decades, zero-
tolerance discipline policies have led to an increasing number of school-related issues being 
brought before courts instead of school administrators. As of 2018, on any given day, nearly 
53,000 youth in the United States are being held in juvenile facilities (Sawyer, 2018).  
 The juvenile justice population presents unique challenges not present in the normal 
general education setting. For example, 50 to 75% of approximately 53,000 incarcerated youth 
are estimated to have one or more mental health disorders and 30 to 50% are estimated to have 
educational disabilities (PBIS OSEP, 2019; Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & Poirier, 2005). 
Burrell & Warboys (2000) found one in three students entering correctional facilities previously 
received special education services. Research has documented education is a crucial factor in 
reducing recidivism and guiding students in juvenile justice facilities to more successful futures 
(Cutler & Lleras-Muney, 2007; Juvenile Justice Education and Enhancement Project, 2006). 
Admission into a juvenile justice institution is often the first opportunity students have to attend 
school in months or years (Gonsoulin, Darwin, & Read, 2012). 
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 Researchers have demonstrated punitive philosophies focused on control and coercion are 
not effective in reducing recidivism in juveniles (Lipsey, 2009), and facilities with higher 
numbers of restraint incidents tend to have higher rates of youth and staff injury, suicidal 
behavior, and sexual assault (Kupchik & Snyder, 2009). Based on this research, juvenile justice 
settings have moved from exclusionary disciplinary practices that can lead to continued 
delinquent behavior and academic failure, to more treatment based models that emphasize 
healthy relationships (Loughran, Godfrey, Ohan, Halemba, & Siegal, 2012).  
 Teaching incarcerated youth what behaviors are expected and acknowledging them for 
displaying these behaviors may be an effective alternative to traditional approaches to discipline 
in these facilities (PBIS OSEP, 2019). When positive reinforcement is used in the place of 
punitive approaches, students are able to learn the value of positive interactions and develop self-
control (Altschuler, 2008). This case study will examine the extent to which the implementation 
of PBIS, initiated during the 2017-18 school year, affected participation in school, achievement, 
and behavior in one juvenile justice school in West Virginia.  
PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) is being used in nearly 26,000 
general education schools nationwide and has been shown to be effective in improving behavior, 
class participation, and achievement in the general education setting (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & 
Leaf, 2010; PBIS OSEP, 2018). PBIS research has focused primarily on the general education 
setting and there is a shortage of research examining PBIS in the juvenile justice settings 
(Gagnon et al., 2018), although the juvenile justice population presents unique challenges not 
present in the general education setting. Students in juvenile justice facilities show higher rates 
of deficiency in class participation, achievement, and problem behaviors than general education 
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students (Burrell & Warboys, 2000; PBIS OSEP, 2019; Quinn et al., 2005). Therefore, the 
purpose of this case study is to examine the effects of PBIS at one juvenile justice facility in 
West Virginia. Selected variables including participation in school, achievement, and behavior 
will be examined by looking at data across multiple school years.  
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 The following questions guided the research: 
1. What is the change, if any, in student achievement in math in a juvenile facility following the 
implementation of a PBIS program? 
2. What is the change, if any, in student achievement in English language arts in a juvenile 
facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
3. What is the change, if any, in student participation in the educational program in a juvenile 
facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
4. What is the change, if any, in student behavior in a juvenile facility following the 
implementation of a PBIS program? 
5. What are a juvenile facility’s teachers’ perceptions of the effects of PBIS on participation, 
achievement, and student behavior? 
6. What are a juvenile facility’s correctional officers’ perceptions of the effects of PBIS on 
participation, achievement, and student behavior? 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS 
1. Student behavior: the number of disciplinary incidents by behavior category (insubordination, 




2. Participation in educational programing: the number of students refusing to attend educational 
services in the classroom setting. 
3. Student achievement: cumulative grade point averages calculated by the teacher’s grades in 
math and English language arts on a semester basis, using only grades attained in the facility.  
4. Teacher perception: teacher responses to interview questions about the effectiveness of PBIS 
at one juvenile justice facility in West Virginia. 
5. Correctional officer perception: correctional officer responses to interview questions about the 
effectiveness of PBIS at one juvenile facility in West Virginia.  
DELIMITATIONS 
 While participants in this case study vary in sex, age, race, ability, and socioeconomic 
factors, this research is focused on students who have been placed into a single secure juvenile 
detention facility in a particular locale. Consequently, study findings may be limited in their 
generalizability to other settings.  
SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY 
 While Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) is being used in nearly 
26,000 schools nationwide, there is a lack of efficacy data for juvenile justice facilities. This case 
study will provide insight into the extent to which the implementation of PBIS affected 
participation, achievement, and behavior in one juvenile justice school in West Virginia. 
Students in juvenile justice facilities show higher rates of deficiency in participation, 
achievement, and problem behaviors. If PBIS is shown to be associated with a reduction in 
disciplinary infractions, and improvements in achievement and participation, it could be a 






 Before determining whether Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) can 
be effective in the juvenile justice environment, it is important to understand the history of 
juvenile justice facilities and the goals of PBIS. While there are differences in juvenile justice 
and general school settings, understanding how PBIS has functioned in general education 
settings can help in adapting the program for the juvenile justice population.   
History of Juvenile Justice Facilities 
 Until the late 19th century, criminal courts housed youths and adults together leading to 
institutional facilities that were overcrowded (Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice, 2017). A 
lack of rehabilitative efforts, confinement of youths with adults, and a reliance on punitive 
punishment practices were factors that contributed to penal reform for the juvenile population by 
American cities in the 19th century (Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice, 2017). Juvenile 
Court statistics indicated 974,900 juveniles were arrested in the United States and 75,400 of 
those juveniles were placed in a juvenile justice facility in 2014 (Sickmund, 2017). On any given 
day, approximately 53,000 youth in the United States are being held in short-term juvenile 
detention facilities or incarcerated in long-term juvenile correctional facilities. A 2018 report 
indicated 10,885 youths were being held for probation violations or status offenses that would 
“not be considered law violations for adults” (Sawyer, 2018).  
 The juvenile justice population presents unique challenges not present in the general 
school setting. For example, 50 to 75% of approximately 53,000 incarcerated youth were 
estimated to have one or more mental health disorders and 30 to 50% were estimated to have 
educational disabilities (PBIS OSEP, 2019; Quinn et al., 2005). Burrell & Warboys (2000) found 
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one in three students entering correctional facilities had previously received special education 
services. Students with disabilities were also more likely to be placed into a juvenile justice 
facility than their peers (Baltodano, Harris, & Rutherford, 2005).  
Research has demonstrated students in restrictive settings are more likely to be 
functioning below their academic grade levels and are more likely to come from traumatic 
backgrounds (Krezmein, Leone, & Mulcahy, 2008; Seiter, Seidel, & Lampron, 2012). Others 
have reported students in juvenile justice facilities 1 to 5 years below grade level in core subjects 
(Baltodano et al., 2005; Gagnon & Richards, 2008). Similarly, Krezmein et al. (2008) reported 
findings that detained youth scored as much as 4 years behind their peers on the Woodcock 
Johnson Tests of Cognitive Abilities. Many of these youth lacked basic academic, social, and 
problem-solving skills, and have histories of physical, sexual, and substance abuse (Ford, 
Chapman, Connor, & Cruise, 2012).  
 In every race-ethnic group, high school dropouts were more likely to be incarcerated than 
their peers, especially when compared to those who attained a degree from a university. 
Dropouts were 47 times more likely to be incarcerated than their similar aged peers who held a 
four-year college degree (Sum, Khatiwada, McLaughlin, & Palma, 2009). Research has shown 
juveniles who appeared in court during high school were at an increased risk of dropping out of 
high school (Sweeten, 2006). Dizikes (2015) conducted a 10-year study that showed 13% of 
juveniles incarcerated in Illinois did not graduate from high school. Poor academic performance 
has also been linked to an increased risk of dropping out and increased risk of juvenile 
delinquency (Atkins, Bullis, & Todis, 2005). Research has shown between 40% and 75% of 
students in juvenile detention facilities have been retained a grade level during their academic 
life (Zabel & Nigro, 2001) and multiple studies have concluded students in juvenile justice 
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facilities have higher rates of academic failure and grade retention (Foley, 2001; Gagnon & 
Richards, 2008).  
Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports 
 Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) is an applied science that uses 
educational methods to expand an individual’s behavior repertoire and change methods to 
redesign an individual’s living environment to first enhance the individual’s quality of life, and 
to minimize his or her problem behavior (Carr et al., 2002). In 1997, Congress inserted language 
in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) that sought to deter schools from using 
punishment-based strategies when dealing with students with disabilities. The law stated schools 
should consider “positive behavioral interventions, strategies, and supports” to deal with problem 
behavior (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). Since then, PBIS developed as an 
alternative to aversive interventions used with individuals with severe disabilities who engage in 
hazardous behavior (Algozzine, Daunic, & Smith, 2010).  
 PBIS is not a packaged curriculum or something that can be accomplished in a single 
professional development training. Fairbanks, Simonsen, & Sugai (2008) define PBIS by the 
following core design components: (a) outcomes, (b) data, (c) practices, and (d) systems. 
Systems support the sustainability of PBIS and deals with the ways schools operate. The data 
component involves the ways in which staff select, monitor, and evaluate information. Practices 
are interventions and strategies backed by research to target the outcomes the schools want to see 
(OSEP, 2019). The outcomes from PBIS are what schools achieve through the data, systems, and 
practices. 
While the roots of PBIS are in special education, it expanded to help provide support and 
structure for all students. The primary goal of PBIS was to help an individual change his or her 
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lifestyle in a direction that allowed all stakeholders the opportunity to enjoy an improved quality 
of life. The secondary goal of PBIS was to render problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and 
ineffective by helping an individual achieve his or her goals in a socially acceptable manner, thus 
reducing, or eliminating, episodes of problem behavior (Carr et al., 2002).  
Three-Tiered Model of Prevention 
 There has been a shift toward prevention of problem behaviors and focusing on the 
school, rather than the individual, as the unit of analysis. In the development of PBIS, a three-
tiered model of prevention was presented that keeps an emphasis on individuals while also 
establishing additional procedures that target behavior supports for all students (Walker et al., 
1996). The services continuum of PBIS includes three tiers: Tier I (universal support), Tier II 
(targeted group support), and Tier III (individual student support). Tier I supports are 
implemented for all students in every setting at the school. The main features of Tier I are the 
behavioral expectations taught using direct instruction, and the acknowledgements for meeting 
those expectations. At Tier I, about 80 to 90 percent of students were “ready” to learn basic 
academic and social skills (Algozzine et al., 2010). The universal support interventions sought to 
prevent problems by supporting a maximum number of students and increasing socially 
appropriate behaviors (Simonsen, Sugai, & Negron, 2008).  
Tier II interventions are for 10 percent of students who continue to engage in problem 
behavior despite the universal supports of Tier I. Universal supports remain, but additional 
interventions are introduced to help students be successful. These interventions could include 
additional social skill training, anger management, or the use of mentors. Many times, Tier II 
students simply require closer staff observation. For example, check in/ check out strategies, 
daily notebooks, or journals may help provide daily structure for these students. Another feature 
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of Tier II interventions is data are collected more frequently so quicker adjustments can be made 
if needed. Many of the strategies considered Tier II are not new (Crone, Horner, & Hawken, 
2004). PBIS simply adds a framework that helps determine when to utilize these strategies and 
whether the intervention worked.   
Tier III interventions provide individual student support for the 1 to 5 percent of students 
who continue to present challenging behavior despite the universal and targeted group 
interventions. These interventions are individualized to meet the unique needs of the student. 
Interventions are based on a comprehensive Functional Behavioral Assessment (FBA), which 
was used to determine the nature of student behavior problems (Algozzine et al., 2010). FBAs 
are conducted by an assessment team that may include general educators, special educators, 
administrators, parents, and professionals with specialized training. The assessment team begins 
by defining the student’s problematic behavior. Interviews are then conducted, and records are 
gathered to compare and analyze information. The functional behavior assessment team then 
develops a behavior intervention plan (BIP) that is designed to help prevent or stop problem 
behaviors. PBIS Interventions at Tier III interventions included individual behavior plans or 
wrap around services (Lewis & Sugai, 1999). Tier III interventions require frequent monitoring 
to ensure the student is making progress and the interventions are working.  
Sustainability of PBIS 
 The positive outcomes of PBIS were contingent upon implementation fidelity (Horner et 
al., 2009) and the continuation of these outcomes depended on the sustainability of PBIS 
(Fixsen, Naoom, Blasé, Friedman, &Wallace, 2005). A generally accepted standard for 
sustainability of PBIS was estimated to be 3 to 5 years of successful implementation (Coffey & 
Horner, 2012). Implementation of PBIS in secure care settings have largely been guided by 
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extending the logic and principles of PBIS practices in traditional school settings. Public school 
settings can vary widely from secure care settings, and secure care settings can vary widely from 
one another. Scheuermann & Nelson (2019) stated, “So far, these organizational variations have 
not been formally addressed in implementation recommendations, nor is there a single accepted 
or recommended implementation model across all types of residential facilities, including secure 
programs” (p.539). While they acknowledged there is not a single accepted or recommended 
implementation model Scheuermann & Nelson (2019) presented three areas related to 
sustainability in the context of the present status of secure care for juveniles. Those areas were 
practices related to: (a) exploration and early implementation, (b) fidelity of implementation, and 
(c) data collection and evaluation. These general categories were considered predictive of 
sustainability and had implications for sustainability of PBIS in secure care.  
 Factors relating to exploration and early implementation that contributed to sustainability 
are: (a) obtaining staff buy-in, (b) choosing practices that are a contextual fit with the facility, (c) 
planning for ongoing training, (d) obtaining technical assistance, (e) shared vision, and (f) PBIS 
leadership at all levels (Scheuermann & Nelson, 2019; Coffey & Horner, 2012). Most secure 
care facilities have a top down approach where a leadership team makes the decision about 
programming. This research shows that even with a top down model, leaders should seek buy-in 
from staff and provide the resources necessary to sustain the program. Buy-in and support from 
facility leaders and administrators is essential. According to McIntosh et al. (2013) 
administrators who prioritized PBIS in their daily behaviors promoted the sustainability of PBIS. 
Support from administration was a crucial factor in sustained implementation. In one study, it 
was reported that schools experienced a decline in PBIS after the removal of external technical 
expertise (Tyre, Feuerborn, & Lilly, 2010). 
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 To determine if a program was effective, it was first necessary to establish whether it had 
been implemented as it was designed (Carroll, Paterson, Wood, Booth, & Balain, 2007). A 
practice cannot be determined to be effective if there is no way to measure if the practice was 
implemented according to established steps. Monitoring fidelity of implementation must take 
place if any program is to be sustainable. Many tools have been developed to measure PBIS 
fidelity. The Implementation Blueprint and Self-Assessment (PBIS OSEP, 2015) provided a two-
part manual that guided implementation teams through the process of raising staff awareness, 
getting needed buy-in, organizing teamwork, and staff training (Scheuermann & Nelson, 2019). 
The Benchmarks of Quality (Kincaid, Childs, & George, 2010) and the Team Implementation 
Checklist (Sugai, Horner, Lewis-Palmer, & Rossetto Dickey, 2012) addressed Tier I fidelity by 
using teams from within the school to measure progress; while the School-Wide Evaluation Tool 
(Sugai, Lewis-Palmer, Todd, & Horner, 2005) was developed to be administered by individuals 
external to the school. Jolivette, Swoszowski, & Ennis (2017) adapted the Tiered Fidelity 
Inventory (TFI) for use in residential programs. The TFI assess the extent to which the core 
features of PBIS are applied across all tiers. Due to the variations that exist with secure care 
facilities other assessment tools are going to need to be used and created to measure 
implementation fidelity. 
 If PBIS is to be sustainable, the use of meaningful, accessible data is critical to 
implementation fidelity (Coffey & Horner, 2012). Data must be used in initial planning, 
formative assessment, and to assess long-term impact on facility climate and youth behavior 
(Scheuermann, Nelson, Wang, & Bruntmyer, 2015). While secure care facilities often keep data 
for evaluation and accountability, facilities may not be used to keeping data in a graphical format 
that can be used for on-going assessment (Jolivette, McDaniel, Sprague, Swain-Bradway, & 
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Ennis, 2012). Data collection and availability are potential barriers to the sustainability of PBIS. 
Documentation of behavior is common, but how that information is shared varies widely. 
Systems need to be developed so the right data are being made available. Coffey & Horner 
(2012) recommended sharing PBIS related data with all staff for sustained implementation. This 
sharing may also result in more buy-in from the staff. Staff needs to recognize the importance of 
making decisions based on data and must have access to staff with skills needed to analyze data 
for decision-making purposes (Tyre et al., 2010). Data provided teachers a concrete and visible 
framework for systematically assessing the usefulness, effectiveness, and efficiency of PBIS 
practice (Coffey & Horner, 2012). 
Criticism of PBIS 
 There are few studies that argue the negative aspects of PBIS, but there are blogs, 
newsletters, articles, and websites devoted to questioning the idea that PBIS can benefit children. 
While many studies indicate PBIS had a positive effect on student behavior, some stakeholders 
express negative feelings about the PBIS program (Marshall, 2015; Terrell, 2013). 
Journalist Jessica Terrell (2013) wrote an article describing how Santa Ana, California teachers 
felt that PBIS undermined real learning, increased teacher frustration, and exacerbated 
disrespectful and violent behavior at already troubled schools. Teachers reported when PBIS was 
used without clear consequences for students, the system spiraled out of control. Terrell’s article 
reported 65% of those responding to a survey said PBIS was not working, and 71% said the 
district was going in the wrong direction. Teachers claimed the program was being rolled out too 
quickly and implementation was handed down from the top without clear understanding. In the 
same article that describes teacher frustration with PBIS implementation, Terrell (2013) also 
pointed out a success story from within the same school district. 
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 Dr. Marvin Marshall (2015) stated he periodically gets emails from teachers who do not 
believe giving students rewards for expected behavior is a good thing. Marshall’s main critique 
is that PBIS focused on external motivation and not the internal motivation of students. He 
argued PBIS rewards served as external motivators that blur the lines of morality for students. 
Teachers became police looking to control rule breakers. Instead of enforcing rules, teachers 
should be reinforcing character values such as responsibility, integrity, honesty, empathy, and 
perseverance. Marshall (2015) stated we must keep these few things in mind: (a) experience 
shows rewards punish those who believe they have deserved the reward but did not receive one; 
(b) Rewards change motivation; (c) Rewarding young people for appropriate behaviors fosters 
narcissism by having youth ask what they will get for good behavior. Marshall does not argue 
PBIS does not work, he argues any program can be successful depending on how it is 
implemented. He is concerned the external motivators of PBIS ignore the long-range effects on 
students. Kohn (2018) claimed research has shown the best predictor of excellence is intrinsic 
motivation, and experiments confirmed students become less concerned about others once they 
have been rewarded for good behavior.  
 Critics of PBIS often attack the programs roots in behaviorism which Kohn (2018) 
described as a psychological theory that would have us focus exclusively on what can be seen 
and measured, ignores or dismisses inner experience, and reduces wholes to parts. Behaviorism 
also suggests everything people do can be explained as a quest for reinforcement and we can 
control others by rewarding them selectively. PBIS focuses on surface behaviors without seeking 
to understand underlying causes for behavior. The philosophical foundations of behaviorism 
assume all behavior is willful including autonomic stress responses. Tolley (n.d.) states teaching 
replacement behaviors is not possible for stress responses. Some misbehaviors occur because a 
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child’s brain has not developed the necessary skills to inhibit the undesired behavior or produce 
the desired behavior. For example, no amount of external motivation can motivate a child with 
developmental delays to do something the brain does not have the capacity to do.  
Critics of PBIS have also claimed it is a government-sponsored way for the federal 
government to influence school-discipline policies and modify student behavior (Robbins and 
Tuttle, 2018; Effrem, 2017). Robbins and Tuttle (2018) argued Federal Departments pressure 
schools and courts to work together to keep students in school and out of the justice system, even 
if these students present a danger to other students. They claim federal programs and policies, 
such as PBIS, have helped create discipline policies that look good for statistics, but make 
schools less safe. Effrem (2017) argued the PBIS program is a subjective behavioral screening 
process that uses psychological modification by experimental means. She says there is not 
enough information about how the universal or “at risk” behaviors are chosen and how children’s 
attitudes and values are being modified. Robbins (2017) suggested all discipline programs reflect 
arbitrary value systems. For example, is compliance always a good value to emphasize? Are 
there times we should question authority? Critics argue education should be more about teaching 
and less about instilling government-approved attitudes and personality traits.   
Critics of PBIS argued their behavior programs are often overlooked in favor of what 
they see as specific strategies promoted by a federally funded technical-assistance center 
(Samuels, 2013). Dr. Howard Knoff, director of Project Achieve, a school improvement program 
used in Arkansas, complained to the U.S. Department of Education's inspector general that the 
government has “focused virtually all of its attention in promoting, advocating for, funding, and 
supporting the implementation of this singular PBIS approach- to the exclusion of other, 
evidence-based approaches” (Knoff, 2012, p.1). Lawrence Wexler, U.S. Department of 
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Education director of special education programs, responded there is no national curriculum of 
any kind and the department does not support the implementation of a singular approach to PBIS 
(Wexler, 2013).  
Randy Sprick, founder of Safe and Civil Schools, was similarly concerned the U.S. 
DOE’s use of terminology was confusing to school administrations. After taking his concerns to 
the U.S. Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, Sprick posted an article on the Safe and Civil 
Schools website where he explained all such positive behavior programs, such as Safe and Civil 
Schools and Project Achieve, should be considered under the umbrella of the PBIS label. Sprick 
explains prior to the enactment of IDEA 2004, PBIS was one positive behavior program among 
many, but with the passage of the law Congress rebranded PBIS and the term now takes the 
place of what was formerly referred to as PBS (Sprick, n.d). He argued positive behavior support 
is a generic term that describes a set of procedures designed to improve behavior by using non-
punitive techniques. The USDOE used the term “positive behavioral interventions and supports” 
generically in place of “positive behavior support” referring to any model that employs a 
“positive, multi-tiered continuum of evidence based interventions that support the behavioral 
confidence of all students” (Sprick, n.d).  
 Loukus (2015) stated certain professionals in the field of behavioral analysis have argued 
PBIS is Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA). Horner and Sugai (2015) argued PBIS is an applied 
example of behavioral theory which includes other elements not traditionally validated as 
examples of ABA. Considering some of these criticisms, it is relevant to ask what separates 
PBIS from other approaches to behavior management. Carr et al. (2002) listed nine critical 
features, integrated into a cohesive whole that differentiate PBIS from other approaches: 
comprehensive lifestyle change, a lifespan perspective, ecological validity, stakeholder 
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participation, social validity, system change and multicomponent intervention, emphasis on 
prevention, flexibility in scientific practices, and multiple theoretical perspectives. Horner and 
Sugai (2015) suggested two major themes that define PBIS: (a) using the whole school as a unit 
of analysis and intervention, and (b) development and implementation is tied to three tiers of 
support. For the purposes of this study, PBIS was not introduced as a packaged program, but as a 
core framework that helped the local PBIS team develop behavioral interventions.  
PBIS in General Education Schools 
 The federally funded Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions 
and Supports estimated that as of February 2019, PBIS is being used in nearly 26,000 schools 
(PBIS OSEP, 2019). The multiple tiers of integrated practices make PBIS complicated to assess, 
but multiple studies have shown the effectiveness of PBIS on academic and social performance.  
Multiple randomized control trials have documented improvement in student outcomes when 
PBIS is implemented (Bradshaw, Koth, Bevans, Ialongo, & Leaf, 2008; Bradshaw, Koth, 
Thorton, & Leaf, 2009; Horner et al., 2009). In a randomized control analysis of the impact of 
PBIS on the organizational operation of schools, Bradshaw et al. (2008) found school personnel 
reported PBIS implementation was associated with improved clarity of purpose, predictable 
coordination, and perceived impact on student outcomes. One of the main claims of PBIS is it 
will lead to a reduction in negative behaviors that disrupt the learning process. Research has 
documented the implementation of PBIS is associated with reductions in behavior problems 
(Colvin, Kame’enui, & Sugai, 1993; Horner et al., 2009; Nelson, Hurley, Synhorst, & Epstein, 
2008; Nelson, Martella, & Marchand-Martella, 2002; Safran & Oswald, 2003). After two years 
of PBIS implantation at an urban elementary school, McCurdy, Mannella, & Eldridge (2003) 
reported overall reductions of 46% in discipline referrals, 46% reduction per student for 
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disruption, and 55% reduction per student for fighting. In another urban elementary school, Scott 
(2001) reported a 61% reduction in in-school suspensions and a 65% reduction in out of school 
suspensions, after the implantation of PBIS. The implementation of PBIS has also been linked 
with improvements in academic achievement (Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, & Feinberg, 2005; 
McIntosh, Horner, Chard, Boland, & Good, 2006; Muscott, Mann, & Lebrun 2008; Horner et al., 
2009). These studies do not claim there is a causal association between PBIS and improved 
academic achievement. Rather, the research indicates a positive and safe school culture will 
improve the engagement of students and lead to better achievement outcomes.  
While PBIS is a behavioral intervention, decreases in discipline incidents have also led to 
increases in classroom time. Muscott et al. (2008) reported some elementary students gained 89 
days and 21 extra days of instruction, middle schoolers gained an additional 148 instructional 
days in the classroom, and high school students gained 541 instructional days over the 
implementation period. Scott (2001) found reductions in suspensions led to a gain of more than 
775 classroom hours compared to the previous year. Scott & Barrett (2004) also found students 
gained 27.7 school days during the first year of PBIS implementation and 31.2 school days 
during the second year of implementation. By focusing on problem behaviors, research has 
indicated PBIS may improve academic achievement indirectly. It must be acknowledged 
however that attendance is a necessary, but not sufficient, step in the learning process. 
Algozzine, Wang, & Violette (2011) pointed out the assumption that a direct, casual relationship 
exists between behavior and academics, while widely shared, is not supported by research.  
While the present study is concerned with PBIS in juvenile justice schools, there is much 
overlap in implementation with general education settings. Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf (2009) 
conducted a randomized controlled effectiveness trial with 37 elementary schools that reported 
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data across a 5-year time frame. Results from the longitudinal study showed that (a) problem 
behaviors were reduced as evidenced by a reduction in office discipline referrals and (b) the 
number of out-of-school suspensions was reduced after the implementation of PBIS. Horner et 
al. (2009) conducted an effectiveness analysis within a randomized, wait-list controlled trial 
assessing the effects of PBIS within 63 elementary schools from Illinois and Hawaii. Results 
showed training and technical assistance were functionally related to improved implementation 
of Tier I PBIS practices. Improved use of PBIS was also functionally related to improvements in 
the perceived safety of the school and the proportion of third graders meeting or exceeding state 
reading assessment standards.  
 Erica Backenson (2012) compared PBIS programs and Responsive Classroom (RC) 
programs to measure their effects on perceptions of school climate at the elementary level. Both 
PBIS and RC have been identified as having a positive effect on school climate at multiple grade 
levels and across demographics. Backenson used the Delaware School Climate Survey (DSCS) 
to compare a PBIS elementary school and an RC elementary school over one academic year. The 
DSCS is a tool that measures perceptions of school climate in multiple informant groups: 
parents, teachers, and students. Results indicated perceptions of overall school climate were 
higher in the PBIS elementary school. In addition, parents, teachers, and students in the PBIS 
elementary school reported higher scores in the areas of teacher/student relations, student 
relations and safety, fairness of rules, and clarity of expectations domains. A significant 
difference in sample sizes of the parent informant group (27 v. 109) and the small sample sizes 
of teachers (25 v. 26) may have skewed informant results.  
 Arnold (2013) conducted a causal-comparative study comparing three middle schools 
that had school-wide discipline programs and three middle schools that did not. The study 
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concluded middle schools who implemented PBIS had significantly fewer serious behavior 
incidents than non-PBIS schools. There are some limitations in this study. Researchers used the 
School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) to assess positive behavior support, but no baseline SET 
scores were provided. The causal-comparative design did not allow the researchers to control all 
the study variables such as teachers training, experience, and variable tolerance level. This study 
also took place in a small school with limited diversity, making generalizations difficult.  
 By 2017, PBIS was in more than 3,367 high schools in all 50 states (Flannery, 
Hershfeldt, & Freeman, 2018). Flannery, Frank, Kato, Doren, & Fenning (2013) examined the 
feasibility of SWPBS in high school settings in a three-year study using SET to evaluate eight 
high schools serving over 15,525 students. The following components were evaluated: (a) school 
leadership teams, (b) development of an action plan, (c) using data for decision-making, (d) 
professional development, (e) ongoing technical assistance, and (f) student involvement. While 
the results showed improvements in implementation between the baseline and the end of year 
one, it took a minimum of two years to gain statistically significant changes. The researchers 
suggested the delay in statistical significance may be due to the unique challenges of the high 
school context. Results may also have been biased by the non-random selection of the schools 
which resulted in preexisting characteristics among schools that agreed to participate. 
 Regardless of the educational level, several authors have discussed the importance of the 
context of PBIS on implementation (Flannery et al., 2018; Flannery & Kato, 2017; Flannery, 
Sugai, & Anderson, 2009). The emphasis on context is important to remember as the use of PBIS 
in juvenile justice schools is considered. Simonson, Britton, & Young (2010) conducted a three-
year, descriptive, single-subject case study with an AB design. An AB design consists of two 
phases, an “A” phase that serves as a baseline and “B” phase that serves as a treatment phase. 
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This study examined the effects of introducing PBIS into an alternative education setting. 
Climate data indicated positive interactions far exceeded negative interactions across baseline 
and intervention conditions. Overall, results suggested introducing SWPBS is associated with an 
overall decrease in serious incidents and an increase in the percentage of students who refrain 
from serious aggression. While this research is useful in examining PBS in an alternative setting, 
the data are descriptive and cannot be used to infer a cause-and-effect relationship. Also, the 
fidelity of SWPBS implementation was not documented by an outside evaluator nor were the 
standard measures of SWPBS fidelity applied.  
PBIS in Juvenile Justice Facilities 
 PBIS research has focused primarily on the general education setting and there is a 
shortage of research examining PBIS in the juvenile justice settings (Gagnon et al., 2018). While 
the implementation of PBIS in secure juvenile facilities is similar in some respects to 
implementation in general education schools, there are stark differences. All juvenile justice 
schools function under the overarching priority of safety and security of youth and staff (Jolivette 
& Nelson, 2010). Students in juvenile justice facilities are secured 24 hours a day and involved 
with multiple facility programs. Unlike the case in a general education setting, the educational 
staff is not solely in charge of discipline. Juvenile justice facilities, with their security focus, 
often replicate facilities for adult offenders. Residents of these facilities must be closely 
supervised, and strict restrictions are placed on what are allowable activities and materials to 
possess. These tight restrictions present challenges to creating a rewards system due to the fear of 
students possessing contraband material. Officers from the Bureau of Juvenile Services are 
present in classrooms and assist with discipline. PBIS implementation requires buy-in from all 
staff regardless of setting, but this is especially true in a restrictive environment. There is often a 
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high rate of staff and youth turnover in these facilities that can lead to a lack of communication 
and training.  
 These challenges have led to the development of Facility-wide PBIS (FWPBIS) to 
implement change in such a complex setting. Although School-wide PBIS (SWPBIS) has been 
linked to decreases in discipline problems and improved grades (Bradshaw et al., 2010), youths 
in juvenile justice facilities routinely engage in multiple contexts such as education, recreation, 
cafeteria, and living quarters. FWPBIS applies the principles of PBIS to all areas of the facility 
instead of just the school. Regardless of whether it is FWPBIS or SWPBIS certain common key 
elements of PBIS have been demonstrated to work in both scenarios. Common key features 
include a consistent set of rules for youth behavior; regular routines; clear expectations and 
procedures for teaching; encouraging expected behavior and discouraging misbehavior; data-
based decision making; and developing a systematic way to report and review data (Positive 
Behavioral Interventions & Supports OSEP Technical Assistance Center, 2019). Research has 
shown PBIS can work in secure facilities, but it is dependent on factors such as staff buy-in, 
training, consistency, and administrative support (Ennis, & Gonsoulin, 2015; Fernandez, Doyle, 
Koon, & McClain, 2015; Jolivette, 2016). Facilities that have implemented FW-PBIS have 
reported increased youth engagement, improved resident-staff relations, and improved overall 
behavior (Jolivette, Swoszowski, Sanders, Ennis, & Sprague, 2020). While some research has 
shown that FW-PBIS helped better align with the structure of secure care (Jolivette & Nelson, 
2010 ; Nelson, Jolivette, Leone, & Mathur, 2010), organizational structures vary across facilities 
and jurisdictions. Scheuermann & Nelson (2019) pointed out that so far, these organizational 
variations have not been formally addressed in implementation recommendations, nor is there a 




 Juvenile institutions should provide students the opportunity to redirect their lives. By 
providing students better structure and support, PBIS claims to help students transition to 
successful and productive lives. Research has shown an effective juvenile justice system 
communicates, promotes, and reinforces desirable behavior (Nelson et al., 2010). Predictable 
consequences for behavioral violations are a centerpiece of both PBIS and in maintaining a safe 
environment in which to grow (National Association of State Directors of Special Education 
[NASDSE] & National Disability Rights Network [NDRN], 2007). In more restrictive settings, 
where PBIS has been implemented, research has shown a positive universal disciplinary 
approach has reduced minor behavior problems (Ennis, Jolivette, Swoszowski, & Johnson, 2012; 
Jolivette & Nelson, 2010; Simonsen, Jeffrey-Pearsall, Sugai & McCurdy, 2011; Swoszowski, 
Jolivette, Fredrick, & Heflin, 2012).  
 Sidina (2006) documented the first applications of PBIS in secure care at the Iowa 
Juvenile Home (IJH), and the Illinois Youth Center (IYC). IJH was primarily a female facility 
serving the top 1 % of students with high-risk behaviors throughout the state. Sidina (2006) 
reported between July 2003 and September 2004, rates of restraint and seclusion at IJH were 
reduced by 73%. Compared to baseline averages assessed between 1999 and 2003, the average 
rate of disciplinary removals was also reduced by 50 percent during that same time period (p.3).   
Due to teacher requests for a classroom management system, the Illinois Youth Center 
(IYC) introduced PBIS in 2001 (Sidina, 2006). IYC reported having challenges creating 
behavioral expectations and developing a rewards system that would not be abused. IYC opted 
for a ticket system where students could trade in tickets for things such as penny candy, pocket 
folders, notebooks, time with adults, participation in basketball tournaments, digital pictures of 
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students to send home to family, and in-house movies with free popcorn (Sidina, 2006, p.4). IYC 
reported a reduction in minor and major infractions after the implementation of PBIS. After 
experiencing 32 fights in the school during the month before PBIS implementation IYC reported 
having no fights for 3 years following implementation (Sidina, 2006, p.4). 
 Using a secure male juvenile correction facility in Texas for a case study, Johnson et al. 
(2013) reported reductions in behavioral incident reports, improvements in school attendance, 
and increases in career and technical industry certification could only be due to the 
implementation of PBIS, and not due to alternative explanations such as agency policy change, 
changes in facility leadership, other treatment programs, or validity measures. When comparing 
data one year before and after PBIS implementation, Johnson et al. (2013) reported reductions in 
total incidents (46%), incidents without a security referral (41%), and incidents with a security 
referral but no admission (56%), security referrals with an admission (35%); 21% increases in 
average daily school attendance; and an increase of 131 industry certifications earned.  
In some states, PBIS is being prescribed as a legislative solution for punitive practices 
and reading deficits in juvenile facilities. In 2009, Texas enacted HB 3689 requiring the Texas 
Juvenile Justice Department to implement system-wide, classroom, and individual positive 
behavior supports (Scheuermann, Nelson, Wang, & Turner, 2012). Legislators in Texas stated, 
“because learning and behavior are inextricably linked and learning and improved behavior 
correlate with decreased recidivism rates, the Texas Juvenile Justice Department shall not only 
fulfill the department’s duties under state and federal law to provide general and special 
education services to students in department educational programs but also shall implement a 
comprehensive plan to improve the reading skills and behavior of those students” (Texas 
Reading and Behavior Plan, 2009).  
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Texas leadership chose PBIS to meet the legislative mandate. According to Lopez, 
Williams, & Newsom (2015) by 2011, school teams were trained, external PBIS coaches were 
employed through a partnership with the Texas State University, and all secure care staff were 
introduced to PBIS (p. 4). In 2012, the Division of Education hired a programmer to design a 
data system that could collect minor infractions, including time out of class for disciplinary 
reasons (Lopez et al., 2015). A 2012 legislative report on summarizing the effectiveness of PBIS 
in meeting the requirements of HB 3689 reported the number of incidents, both minor and major, 
were four times higher in non-school settings than in PBIS schools, the percentage of incidents 
with youth eligible for special education services decreased, the percentage of disciplinary 
referrals involving physical and mechanical restraint decreased, average daily attendance 
increased, and academic performance increased in all categories of measured outcomes (Texas 
Juvenile Justice Department, 2012, p. 7).  
Similarly, the Georgia Department of Education established a Positive Behavior Support 
Unit in 2007 to address the high rates of exclusionary disciplinary practices in Georgia K-12 
schools (Georgia Strategic Plan 2014-2024, 2018). Prior to 2013, the Georgia Department of 
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) used a Behavior Management System implemented in 2005. Fernandez & 
McClain (2014) report the system primarily focused on negative behavior with little or no 
positive reinforcement, and no consistency across the system for giving or maintaining points 
that were supposed to be used to purchase snack food and hygiene items (p. 1). When DJJ 
leadership realized the Behavior Management System had no real performance expectations for 
meeting goals, the DJJ began implementing PBIS in 2013 (Fernandez & McClain, 2014). 
Georgia DJJ became the first juvenile justice agency in the United States to implement facility-
wide positive behavior interventions and supports (FW-PBIS).  
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Georgia has 27 secure facilities and each one has a unique PBIS plan created to meet the 
needs of the local facility. Scheuermann & Nelson (2019) emphasized the importance of buy-in 
when choosing practices that are a contextual fit with the facility since traditionally most 
programming is administered through a top down approach. Fernandez & McClain (2014) 
reported the new PBIS program was not well received at first by all facility leadership, staff, and 
youth. Initial feedback suggested some juveniles were planning disturbances if supplies they 
were accustomed to were taken away; however, when the youths were asked to be part of their 
facility plans, they quickly bought in to the new program (p.1).  
Another innovation of Georgia’s DJJ was the creation of “radar reports”  and “data 
dashboards” that provide data about the level and location of behavior problems experienced by 
youths and the length of time the problems are experienced (Fernandez & McClain, 2014). The 
data from the reports and dashboard can then be used to adjust and prevent future behavior 
incidents. Georgia’s DJJ used the fidelity evaluation tool (FET) to measure the level of PBIS 
implementation in the state’s facilities. 2014 FET reviews indicated 12 of the state’s facilities 
met fidelity (Fernandez & McClain, 2014). 
Perspectives of PBIS 
 Since many juvenile facilities have begun implementing PBIS in secure settings, it is 
important to gather various perspectives of the program to better understand the sustainability of 
PBIS in secure settings. Jolivette et al. (2020) placed the most common staff misconceptions of 
PBIS into three categories: (a) systems, (b) data, and (c) practices. In the early stages of 
development, it is not uncommon for staff to feel they have no voice in the creation of the PBIS 
plan, and PBIS will just be a repeat of other short-lived initiatives (Jolivette et al., 2020). It is 
also common for staff to feel the introduction of new programs means they will have to increase 
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the amount of data they collect. Jolivette et al. (2020) stated the most common misconception of 
PBIS is it will result in the loss of all previously used disciplinary strategies (p.4). The fear is 
staff will no longer be able to level consequences for misbehavior and will only be able to praise 
youths for what they do right.  
  Swain-Bradway, Swoszowski, Boden, & Sprague (2013) conducted interviews with ten 
administrators and staff from various alternative education settings who had implemented either 
SW-PBIS or FW-PBIS. The interviews indicated a focus on teaching expected behaviors, and 
barriers to PBIS including lack of staff buy-in, punishment as a response to problem behavior, 
system needs, and youth characteristics. Kimball, Jolivette, & Sprague (2017) extended the 
findings of Swain-Bradway by distributing surveys across two states to agency-level decision 
makers who had been implementing FW-PBIS for two or more years. Participants in the study 
were decision makers within the agencies with a range of 1 to 20 years of experience working in 
juvenile justice and were all members of their agency statewide PBIS team.  
 Houchins, Jolivette, Wessendorf, McGlynn, and Nelson (2005) conducted three focus 
groups comprised of administrators, teachers, and clinical personnel in a juvenile facility to get 
perspectives on the implementation of PBIS. Eight interrelated themes were identified using the 
Constant Comparative Method: (a) ecological congruence, (b) role clarity, (c) philosophical shift 
and agreement, (d) cache of proactive/preventative strategies, (e) consistent practices, (f) 
logistics, (g) databased decision making, and (h) achievement outcomes (Houchins et al., 2005). 
The identified themes from stakeholders show the tensions that exist as PBS is generalized from 
typical school setting to juvenile justice settings. The theme of ecological congruence is an 
important example of the barriers that exist to implementation. The belief existed among 
participants that using PBIS may be completely opposite to how current practices are being 
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implemented in correctional settings (Houchins et al., 2005, p.393). The focus groups show how 
deeply ingrained the “correctional model” is in some facilities, and transitioning to another 
model will be very difficult until it can be shown that safety and security are an important 
component of PBIS.  
Results of Kimball et al.’s (2017) 20-question staff survey indicated there was a positive 
perspective related to the effectiveness of the PBIS framework across their agency and in their 
juvenile facilities (p.8). Several respondents noted FW-PBIS was more effective than past 
behavior management systems (p.8). Eighty-six percent commented implementation had 
positively affected the agency related to staff relations (p.8). One respondent stated PBIS “has 
moved the agency away from a punitive, fear-based approach to a more humane/effective 
approach” (p.8). Seventy-one percent stated since implementation of the PBIS framework, a 
positive culture change was observed especially in the area of staff-youth relations (p.9). Kimball 
et al. (2017) also identified four FW-PBIS barrier themes in their survey: (a) facility instability, 
(b) slowness of change related to practices and policies, (c) inconsistent buy-in, and (d) data 
quality issues. Facility instability referred to high rates of staff turnover and is consistent with the 
findings of previous literature (Jolivette & Nelson, 2010). This barrier presents a challenge since 
it is often the responsibility of staff to teach and reinforce the PBIS expectations to facility 
residents. More than half the respondents indicated it was difficult for staff to change their old 
ways of thinking about consequences and implement policy updates (p.10). Most participants 
ranked buy-in as the most or second most challenging barrier to PBIS implementation (p. 10). 
These findings were consistent with the finds of Swain-Bradway et al., 2013). Barriers relating to 
data were indicated in 58% of the survey responses suggesting there is a need for a consistent 
method of collecting, entering, and analyzing data within facilities and agencies (p.10).   
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 Jolivette, Boden, Sprague, Ennis, & Kimball (2015) conducted research across eight 
secure juvenile facilities to assess youth perspectives of PBIS. They presented their findings in 
relation to high-, mid, and low-performing facilities in relation to fidelity of implementation; as 
well as youth suggestions for improving PBIS. This research is notable because it focuses on the 
perspectives of the youth rather than administrators and staff members. Analyses resulted in 
three facilitator themes: (a) staff confidence in youth, (b) authentic reinforcement, and (c) PBIS 
relevancy in daily life.  
Youth surveyed by Jolivette et al. (2015) expressed how “surprised and pleased they were 
with the encouragement and support they received as they learned to display new, more 
appropriate behaviors” (p.14). Youth reported their view of the staff having more confidence in 
them has resulted in the youth having more confidence in themselves. Authentic reinforcement 
was cited by the youth as being an important part of PBIS implementation. Prior to PBIS, food 
and tangible reinforcements were used as rewards for good behavior. Youth reported these 
reinforcements were being used for antisocial purposes such as bartering, gambling, and stealing 
(p.14). Some youths reported being victimized by others who stole the reinforcements they 
earned (p.14). Students praised the more intrinsically and activity-based reinforcements brought 
in with PBIS. Youth also reported PBIS has been effective because it has been demonstrated to 
be relevant to daily life. This theme was supported by statements such as, “I like it [PBIS] 
because it helps with your daily life skills. You’ll need them on the outside, so we are already 
practicing them in here so that we are ready when we get out” (Jolivette et al. 2015, p.15). Three 
facilitator themes: (a) staff confidence in youth, (b) authentic reinforcement, and (c) PBIS 
relevancy in daily life show youth in these focus groups viewed PBIS as a positive influence on 
their behavior.  
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Jolivette et al. (2015) also identified three barrier themes: (a) lack of teaching PBIS 
features, (b) staff inconsistency, and (c) new [PBIS] versus old practices. Youths reported staff 
was inconsistent in teaching modeling the PBIS framework. One youth stated, “I heard that at 
other facilities PBIS just happens. Like my brother starts the day in group talking about it, its 
part of each class, and they end their day talking about it. They do not do that here – they should. 
The more they talk about it, the more we will do it” (Jolivette et al. 2015, p.17). Inconsistent 
modeling ties into another barrier presented: staff inconsistency. Many youths reported most 
staff were implementing PBIS, but some refused to do so and made statements that were 
negative towards the PBIS program (p.18). Integrating PBIS into everyday practice is a critical 
element of PBIS sustainability. McIntosh et al. (2013) showed if activities and principles of the 
practice are woven into existing or new initiatives that are valued, have high priority for 
implementation, and have been shown to produce valued outcomes, the school will be more 
likely to sustain PBIS. Similar to the theme of staff inconsistency, the youth reported confusion 
as to why some staff reverted back to old practices and language that is no longer permitted by 
policy. Across multiple focus groups, youth were concerned some of the old practices were 
coming back. One youth stated, “Older staff think PBIS may go away and say they like the old 
system better. The old system was gamed [manipulated] by all of us and them too but we cannot 










 Chapter three contains a description of the methods used in this study. The chapter is 
organized into the following sections: design, population, data collection, data analysis, and 
limitations.  
Design 
 This research relied on a non-experimental, descriptive case study design. Yin (2003) 
defined case study as “a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when 
the boundaries between a phenomenon and context are not clearly defined” (p.13). While the 
term “case study” has been around for a long time in social science research and been defined 
widely, this study adopted the perspective that case studies can involve quantitative as well as 
qualitative components (McMillan, 2016, p.314). Case studies are generally preferred when the 
focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context (Yin, 2003, p.1).  
Population 
 The study population consisted of three groups, 156 residents of the facility, six teachers, 
and 10 correctional officers. The population consisted of students who spent time in a juvenile 
justice facility in West Virginia during 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years. The 
juvenile justice facility served male residents between the ages of 10 and 21 and female residents 
between the ages of 12-21. The facility is designed to handle a total capacity of 48 residents. The 
facility provided residential care to high-risk, pre-adjudicated, or detention residents on one unit 
and maximum security, post-adjudicated, or commitment residents on the other. The facility 
served all 55 counties in West Virginia. During the time of this study grades were recorded for 
156 students. During the six semesters of study 115 of the 156 students were at the detention 
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center for one semester only. A second element of the study population was the school’s 
educational staff and correctional officers. All the teachers at the facility have been teaching at 
the facility for at least four years. The educational staff consisted of five teachers who taught 
math, science, social studies, English, reading, special education, physical education, Test 
Assessing Secondary Completion (TASC) prep, career and technical education (CTE), and one 
school counselor.  
Ten correctional officers participated in the survey. Officers interviewed had been 
working in the facility since at least the 2016-17 school year. Ranks of correctional officers 
interviewed ranged from Corrections Officer II to Lieutenant.   
Data Collection 
In this section, the data collection procedure for this case study will be explained. This 
study used data from several sources: student refusal reports, report cards, incident reports, and 
teacher and correctional officer interviews. 
Approval from the Marshall University Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix A) 
was secured prior to beginning the research. On January 10, 2020, an email was sent to WV 
Office of Diversion and Transition Program superintendent, Jacob Green (Appendix B), seeking 
permission to use the school’s data and interview staff. Permission was granted, and all potential 
respondents who fit the above study criteria, were emailed an introduction to the research 
project.  
Data on participation, achievement, and behavior for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 
school years were available. Participation, achievement, and behaviors were examined using 
several available data sources. To determine any changes in participation in the juvenile facility, 
student refusal reports over three years were analyzed. Report cards were used to calculate 
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student grade point averages, using a chart that documented GPA over three years. Only grades 
awarded by the facility were analyzed. Behavior data were gathered from teacher incident 
reports, including refusals, insubordination, disruptive conduct, disrespect, verbal threats, and 
physical altercations.  
 A second data collection method involved interviews with a group of teachers and 
correctional officers who have been in the school during the three years of the present study. All 
teachers interviewed participated in creating the PBIS program at the school. Interviews were 
conducted face to face between the author and each respondent. The Interview Protocol was 
developed to get an understanding of the respondent’s experience, perceptions of PBIS before 
and after implementation, and the perceived impact PBIS had on student behavior, student 
participation, and student achievement. The Interview Protocol can be found in Appendix C.  
Data Analysis 
Behavior data were analyzed using a categorization matrix. The researcher analyzed the 
disaggregated data from each incident report for all three years to provide consistency of 
categorization. Statistical analysis was applied to determine the extent to which the effects of 
PBIS on participation, achievement, and behavior were significant. Chi-square “goodness of fit” 
tests were applied to determine if the sample matches the population and One Sample t-Tests to 
measure the mean of a single group against a hypothetical mean. 
Interviews were analyzed using a thematic analysis. Teacher and officer responses to 
questions were given a preliminary code that corresponded with a description of what was said in 
the interview. Questions 1 and 2, involving time on the job, was coded one of the following: (a) 
5 years and under; (b) 5-10 years; or (c) 10 years and above. Questions 3 and 4, concerning 
perceptions of PBIS, was coded one of the following: (a) strongly against; (b) against; (c) 
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neutral; (d) supportive; or (e) very supportive. Questions 5-8 were given the following code: (a) 
no; (b) yes; or (c) not sure. After the coding of the interviews was complete, the researcher 
collated the codes into the broader themes of teacher and officer agreement and contradiction.   
Limitations 
 Study findings may not be generalizable to other facilities due to ambiguity in the 
determination of the various incident categories. While the Co-Investigator in this case study 
examined every incident report to achieve consistency, operational definitions may be different 
when compared with other facilities. Second, given a single researcher is the only data collector, 
data analysis could be viewed as another limitation as researcher bias is a potential concern. 
Additionally, students being compared across years are not necessarily the same students; 
however, they are substantially equivalent in terms of their attributes. In addition to various 
students entering and exiting the facility, staff turnover and administrative changes make it 
















The primary purpose of this study was to examine the effects of PBIS at one juvenile 
justice facility in West Virginia. The study investigated student behavior, participation, and 
student achievement between the 2016-2017 school year, pre-PBIS implementation, and in the 
2018-2019 school year, post-PBIS implementation. The study also investigated teacher and 
correctional officer perceptions of the effectiveness of PBIS. Findings presented in this chapter 
are organized into the following sections: data collection, major findings for each of the five 
research questions, and a summary of findings.  
Data Collection 
Data on student achievement, participation, and behavior for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 
2018-19 school years were collected from multiple data sources. Report card grades were used to 
calculate student grade point averages over three years. Only grades awarded by the facility were 
recorded and analyzed; grades attained from other schools from which the student may have 
transferred were not considered. Student refusal reports were analyzed to determine changes in 
participation by semester during the three-year period. Behavior data were gathered from teacher 
incident reports.  
Data were analyzed to determine the extent to which there were differences in student 
participation, achievement, and behavior when the PBIS year was compared to the non-PBIS 
year. Chi-square “goodness of fit” and One Sample t-Tests were used to analyze achievement, 
while percentages were used to analyze behavior incidents and participation. 
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 A second data source involved interviews with teachers and correctional officers who had 
been in the school during the three years of the study. Face to face interviews were conducted by 
the Co-Investigator with five teachers and 10 correctional officers. The Interview Protocol was 
designed to develop an understanding of the respondents’ experience, perceptions of PBIS before 
and after implementation, and the perceived impact PBIS had on student behavior, student 
participation, and student achievement. The Interview Protocol can be found in Appendix C.  
MAJOR FINDINGS 
 Major findings presented in this section are organized around the five research questions 
investigated during the study. This section concludes with a summary of the findings.  
Student Achievement in Math 
Research question one sought to determine if there were any changes in student 
achievement in math following the implementation of a PBIS program. To answer this question, 
both Chi-square goodness of fit tests and One-Sample t-Tests were performed for the first and 
second semesters of math grade point averages and grade distributions for the 2016-17, 2017-18, 
and 2018-19 school years.  
Both the Chi-square goodness of fit and One Sample t-Tests were used to compare 
observed values with the expected values. Chi-square results for first semester and second 
semester math grade distributions are recorded in Tables 1 and 2. One Sample t-Test results for 
first and second semester math GPAs are included in Tables 3 and 4.  
More than half (57.1%) of the 2016-17 first semester math grades were Ds or Fs. There 
were no As, 20.0% Bs, and 22.9% Cs. A Chi-square test for goodness of fit for the 2016-17 first 
semester math grades indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the 
observed distribution and the expected distribution, χ2(3, n = 35) = 1.00, p < .801. First semester 
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2017-18 grade distributions for math included 36.8% Ds and Fs, 55.3% Bs and Cs, and 7.9% As. 
Chi-square goodness of fit test results indicated there was a statistically significant difference in 
the observed distribution compared to the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 38) = 10.95, p < .027. 
Grade distributions for 2018-19 included 15.1% Ds and Fs, 75.8% Bs and Cs, and 9.1% As. Chi-
square goodness of fit test results for the 2018-19 first semester indicated there was a significant 
difference in observed distribution compared to the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 33) = 18.36, p 
< .001.  
Overall, the percentage of D and F grades decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19 and 
the percentage of A, B, and C grades increased between the same two years. However, only the 
2017-18 and 2018-19 grade distributions were statistically significant based on the Chi-square 
goodness of fit test results. These data are provided in Table 1. 
Table 1 
 
Chi-square Analysis for First Semester Math Grades Across Years 
 
 F D C B A   
Year N n % n % n % n % n % χ2* p 
2016-
17 
35 9 25.7 11 31.4 8 22.9 7 20.0 0 0 1.00 .801 
              
2017-
18 
38 3 7.9 11 28.9 13 34.2 8 21.1 3 7.9 10.95 .027 
              
2018-
19 
33 4 12.1 1 3.0 13 39.4 12 36.4 3 9.1 18.36 .001 
*Expected N per cell: 2016-17 (8.8); 2017-18 (7.6); 2018-19 (6.6) 
 
Grade distributions for 2016-17 second semester math included 46.9% Ds and Fs, 46.9% 
Cs and Bs, and 6.3% As. A Chi-square test for the goodness of fit for the 2016-17 second 
semester math grades indicated there was no statistically significant difference between the 
observed distribution and the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 32) = 4.56, p < .335. Second 
37 
 
semester 2017-18 grade distributions for math included 31.2% Ds and Fs, 62.5% Bs and Cs, and 
6.3% As. Chi-square goodness of fit test results indicated there was a statistically significant 
difference when the observed distribution was compared to the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 
32) = 15.5, p < .004. Grade distributions for 2018-19 include 16.7% Ds and Fs, 72.2% Bs and 
Cs, and 11.1% As. Chi-square test results for the 2018-19 second semester indicated there was a 
statistically significant difference in the observed and expected grade distributions, χ2(4, n = 36) 
= 39.3, p < .000.  
Overall, the percentage of C, D, and F grades decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19 
and the percentage of A and B grades increased between the same two years. However, only the 
2017-18 and 2018-19 grade distributions were statistically significant based on Chi-square 
goodness of fit test results. These data are provided in Table 2. 
Table 2 
 
Chi-square Analysis for Second Semester Math Grades Across Years 
 
  F D C B A   
Year N n % n % n % n % n % χ2* p 
2016-
17 
32 8 25.0 7 21.9 9 28.1 6 18.8 2 6.3 4.56 .335 
              
2017-
18 
32 1 3.1 9 28.1 7 21.9 13 40.6 2 6.3 15.5 .004 
              
2018-
19 
36 5 13.9 1 2.8 4 11.1 22 61.1 4 11.1 39.3 .000 
*Expected N per cell: 2016-17 (6.4); 2017-18 (6.4); 2018-19 (7.2) 
 
First semester 2016-17 results of the One-sample t-Test for math indicated a mean GPA 
of 1.37 (SD = 1.09). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was -.63. 
The p-value of .002 indicated there is a statistically significant difference between the 2016-17 
first semester math mean GPA and the comparison mean. First semester 2017-18 math results 
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reflected a mean GPA of 1.92 (SD = 1.08). The mean difference between the observed and 
comparison mean was -.08. The p-value of .653 indicated there is not a statistically significant 
difference between the 2017-18 first semester math mean GPA and the comparison mean. One-
sample t-Test results from the 2018-19 first semester math GPAs reflects a mean GPA of 2.27 
(SD = 1.10). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was .27. The p-
value of .163 indicated there is not a statistically significant difference between the 2018-19 first 
semester math mean GPA and the comparison mean.  
In summary, One-sample t-Test results for first semester math GPAs across the years 
show mean scores increased every year from 2016-17 (1.37, SD = 1.09) to 2017-18 (1.92, SD = 
1.08) to 2018-19 (2.27, SD = 1.10); however, One sample t-Test results were only statistically 
significant for first semester 2016-17 GPAs only. These data are presented in Table 3. 
Table 3 
 
One Sample t-Test Results for First Semester Math GPAs Across Years 
 
Year N M SD M Dif. p 
2016-17 35 1.37 1.09 -.63 .002 
      
2017-18 38 1.92 1.08 -.08 .653 
      
2018-19 33 2.27 110 .27 .163 
Comparison Mean (cm) = 2.0          Scale: F= 0, D= 1, C= 2, B= 3, A= 4 
 
Second semester 2016-17 results of the One-sample t-Test for math indicated a mean 
GPA of 1.59 (SD = 1.24). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was 
-.41. The p-value of .074 indicated there was not a statistically significant difference between the 
2016-17 second semester math mean GPA and the comparison mean (cm = 2.0). Second 
semester 2017-18 math results reflected a mean GPA of 2.19 (SD = 1.03). The mean difference 
between the observed and comparison mean was .19. The p-value of .311 indicated there was not 
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a statistically significant difference between the 2017-18 second semester math mean GPA and 
the comparison mean. One-sample t-Test results from the 2018-19 second semester math GPA 
showed a mean GPA of 2.53 (SD= 1.18). The mean difference between the observed and 
comparison mean was .53. The p-value of .01 indicated there was a statistically significant 
difference between the 2018-19 second semester math mean GPA and the comparison mean.  
One-sample t-Test results for second semester math GPAs across the years showed mean 
scores increased every year from 2016-17 (1.59, SD = 1.24) to 2017-18 (2.19, SD = 1.03) to 
2018-19 (2.53, SD = 1.18); however, only the 2018-19 second semester score were statistically 
different from the comparison mean. These data are presented in Table 4. 
Table 4 
 
One Sample t-Test Results for Second Semester Math GPAs Across Years 
 
Year N M SD M Dif. p 
2016-17 32 1.59 1.24 -.41 .074 
      
2017-18 32 2.19 1.03 .19 .311 
      
2018-19 36 2.53 1.18 .53 .011 
Comparison Mean (cm) = 2.0          Scale: F= 0, D= 1, C= 2, B= 3, A= 4 
 
Student Achievement in English Language Arts 
Research question two sought to determine if there were any changes in student 
achievement in English language arts following the implementation of a PBIS program. To 
answer this question, both Chi-square goodness of fit tests and One-Sample t-Tests were 
performed for first and second semester ELA grade point averages and grade distributions for the 
2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years.  
Both the Chi-square goodness of fit and One Sample t-Tests were used to compare 
observed values with the expected values. Chi-square results for the first semester and second 
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semester English language arts grade distributions are provided in Tables 5 and 6. One Sample t-
Test results for English language arts for the first and second semester GPAs are included in 
Tables 7 and 8.  
More than half (54.0%) of the 2016-17 first semester ELA grades were Ds and Fs, 40.5% 
were Bs or Cs, and 5.4% As. Chi-square goodness of fit test results indicated there was no 
statistically significant difference in the observed and expected distributions, χ2(4, n = 37) = 
8.27, p < .082.  First semester 2017-18 grade distributions for ELA included 48.6% Ds and Fs, 
40.5% Bs and Cs, and 10.8% As. Chi-square goodness of fit test results indicated there was a 
statistically significant difference between the observed and expected distributions, χ2(4, n = 37) 
= 16.1, p < .003. Grade distributions for 2018-19 included 29.0% Ds and Fs, 64.6% Bs and Cs, 
and 6.5% As. Chi-square goodness of fit test results for the 2018-19 first semester indicated there 
was no significant difference in the observed and expected distributions, χ2(4, n = 31) = 8.52, p < 
.074.  
Overall, the percentage of D and F grades decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19 and 
the percentage of A, B, and C grades increased between the same two years.  However, only the 
2017-18 grade distributions were statistically significant based on Chi-square goodness of fit test 











Chi-square Analysis for First Semester ELA Grades Across Years 
 
  F D C B A   
Year N n % n % n % n % n % χ2* p 
2016-
17 
37 7 18.9 13 35.1 7 18.9 8 21.6 2 5.4 8.27 .082 
              
2017-
18 
37 2 5.4 16 43.2 9 24.3 6 16.2 4 10.8 16.1 .003 
              
2018-
19 
31 4 12.9 5 16.1 10 32.3 10 32.3 2 6.5 8.52 .074 
*Expected N per cell: 2016-17 (7.4); 2017-18 (7.4); 2018-19 (6.2) 
 
Second semester 2016-17 grade distributions for ELA included 29.1% Ds and Fs, 41.9% 
Cs, and 29.0% Bs and As. A Chi-square test for the goodness of fit indicated there was a 
statistically significant difference between the observed distribution and the expected 
distribution, χ2(4, n = 31) = 15.29, p < .004. Second semester 2017-18 grade distributions for 
ELA included 30.2% Ds and Fs, 24.2% Cs, and 45.5% Bs and As. Chi-square goodness of fit test 
results indicated there was a statistically significant difference between the observed distribution 
and the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 33) = 11.70, p < .020. Grade distributions for 2018-19 
included 18.0% Ds and Fs, 21.2% Cs, and 60.6% Ds and Fs. Chi-square goodness of fit test 
results indicated there was a statistically significant difference when the observed distribution 
was compared to the expected distribution, χ2(4, n = 33) = 18.36, p < .001.  
Overall, the percentage of C and D grades decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19 and 
the percentage of A and B grades increased between the same two years. All grade distributions 
were statistically significant based on the Chi-square goodness of fit test results. These data are 






Chi-square Analysis for Second Semester ELA Grades Across Years 
 
  F D C B A   
Year N n % n % n % n % n % χ2* p 
2016-
17 
31 2 6.5 7 22.6 13 41.9 8 25.8 1 3.22 15.29 .004 
              
2017-
18 
33 3 9.0 7 21.2 8 24.2 13 39.4 2 6.10 11.70 .020 
              
2018-
19 
33 3 9.0 3 9.0 7 21.2 16 48.5 4 12.1 18.36 .001 
*Expected N per cell: 2016-17 (6.2); 2017-18 (6.6); 2018-19 (6.6) 
 
First semester 2016-17 results of the One-sample t-Test for ELA indicate a mean GPA of 
1.59 (SD = 1.19). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was -.41. 
The p-value of .045 indicated there is a statistically significant difference between the 2016-17 
first semester ELA mean GPA and the comparison mean. First semester 2017-18 ELA results 
reflected a mean GPA of 1.84 (SD = 1.12). The mean difference between the observed and 
comparison mean was -.16. The p-value of .384 indicated there was not a statistically significant 
difference between the 2017-18 first semester ELA mean GPA and the comparison mean. One-
sample t-Test results from the 2018-19 first semester ELA GPA reflect a mean GPA of 2.03 (SD 
= 1.14). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was .03. The p-value 
of .876 indicated there was not a statistically significant difference between the 2018-19 first 
semester ELA mean GPA and the comparison mean.  
In summary, One-sample t-Test results for first semester ELA GPAs across the years 
showed mean scores increased every year from 2016-17 (1.59, SD = 1.19) to 2017-18 (1.84, SD 
= 1.12) to 2018-19 (2.03, SD = 1.14); however, only the 2016-17 One sample t-Test results were 





One Sample t-Test Results for First Semester ELA GPAs Across Years 
 
Year N M SD M Dif. p 
2016-17 37 1.59 1.19 -.41 .045 
      
2017-18 37 1.84 1.12 -.16 .384 
      
2018-19 31 2.03 1.14 .03 .876 
Comparison Mean (cm) = 2.0          Scale: F= 0, D= 1, C= 2, B= 3, A= 4 
 
Second semester 2016-17 results of the One-sample t-Test for ELA indicated a mean 
GPA of 1.97 (SD = .948). The mean difference between the observed and comparison mean was 
-.03. The p-value of .851 indicated there was not a statistically significant difference between the 
2016-17 second semester ELA mean GPA and the comparison mean. Second semester 2017-18 
ELA results reflected a mean GPA of 2.12 (SD= 1.11). The mean difference between the 
observed and comparison mean was .12. The p-value of .535 indicated there was not a 
statistically significant difference between the 2017-18 second semester ELA mean GPA and the 
comparison mean. One-sample t-Test results from the 2018-19 second semester ELA GPAs 
showed a mean GPA of 2.45 (SD= 1.12). The mean difference between the observed and 
comparison mean was .46. The p-value of .026 indicated there was a statistically significant 
difference between the 2018-19 second semester ELA mean GPA and the comparison mean.  
In summary, One-sample t-Test results for second semester ELA GPAs across the years 
indicated mean scores increased every year from 2016-17 (1.97, SD = .948) to 2017-18 (2.12, 
SD = 1.11) to 2018-19 (2.45, SD = 1.12); however, the 2018-19 mean GPA was the only mean 







One Sample t-Test Results for Second Semester ELA GPAs Across Years 
 
Year N M SD M Dif. p 
2016-17 31 1.97 .948 -.03 .851 
      
2017-18 33 2.12 1.11 .12 .535 
      
2018-19 33 2.45 1.12 .46 .026 
Comparison Mean (cm) = 2.0          Scale: F= 0, D= 1, C= 2, B= 3, A= 4 
 
Student Participation in Educational Programming 
 Participation in educational programing was defined as student refusal to attend 
educational services in the classroom setting. During the 2016-17 and 2018-19 school years, all 
students not on medical isolation or room confinement were expected to attend mandatory school 
in the educational classrooms. Students refusing to attend were given a write-up for refusal. 
Refusal write-ups were recorded by month for both the 2016-17 and 2018-19 school year.  
First semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached their highest numbers in 
September (n = 96), October (n = 57) and November (n = 41). September, October, and 
November refusals constituted 73.5% of the student refusals in the first semester of 2016-17. The 
lowest number of refusals was recorded during August (n = 33). First semester 2018-19 refusals 
were highest in the months of November (n = 22) and December (n = 24). Student refusals 
during the months of November and December represented 66.7% of the total refusals for the 
semester.  
Overall, first semester student refusals decreased by 73.86% from 2016-17 (N = 264) to 






             
First Semester Student Refusals by Month Comparing 2016-17 and 2018-19 
 
 Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Totals 
Year n % n % n % n % n % N % 
16-17 33 12.5 96 36.4 57 21.6 41 15.5 37 14.0 264 79.3 
             
18-19 5 7.2 5 7.2 13 18.8 22 31.9 24 34.8 69 20.7 
 
Second semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached their highest numbers in 
January (n = 51). Refusals in January account for 43.2% of the semester total. The lowest 
number of refusals was recorded during May (n = 8; 6.8% of the total). Second semester 2018-19 
refusals were highest in February (n = 29) and March (n = 25). Student refusals during the 
months of February and March represented 55.1% of total refusals for the second semester 2018-
19. Overall, second semester student refusals decreased by 16.95% from 2016-17 (N = 118) to 
2018-19 (N = 98). These data are provided in Table 10.  
Table 10 
             
Second Semester Student Refusals by Month Comparing 2016-17 and 2018-19 
 
 Jan. Feb. March April May Totals 
Year n % n % n % n % n % N % 
16-17 51 43.2 22 18.6 13 11.0 24 20.3 8 6.8 118 54.6 
             
18-19 14 14.3 29 29.6 25 25.5 21 21.4 9 9.2 98 45.4 
 
Student Behavior  
Student behavior was defined as the number of disciplinary incidents by behavior 
category (insubordination, disruptive conduct, threats, disrespect, and physical altercations) on a 
monthly basis in an academic year. Disciplinary incidents for the first and second semesters of 
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2016-17 and 2018-19 were categorized and compared and the results are provided in Tables 11 
and 12. 
There were 355 behavior incidents in the first semester of 2016-17. The most prevalent 
incidents were insubordination (n = 120; 33.8% of the total), disruption (n = 125; 35.2% of the 
total), and disrespect (n = 100; 28.2% of the total). Threats (n = 9; 2.5% of the total) and physical 
altercations (n = 1; .28% of the total) constituted the remainder of the incidents reported for the 
first semester of 2016-17. These data are provided in Table 11.  
Fifty-eight behavior incidents were recorded in the first semester of 2018-19. The most 
frequently reported incidents were insubordination (n = 25; 43.1% of the total) and disruption (n 
= 19; 32.8% of the total). The other categories: threats (n = 6; 10.3% of the total), disrespect (n = 
7; 12.1% of the total), and physical altercations (n = 1; 1.7% of the total) comprise the remainder 
of behavior incidents for the first semester of 2018-19. These data are provided in Table 11.  
Overall, the data indicated a reduction in behavior incidents when comparing the first 
semester of 2018-19 (n = 58) with 2016-17 (n = 355). Insubordination, disruption, and disrespect 
reflected the largest percentages of behavior incidents during both 2016-17 and 2018-19. A 
reduction of behavior incidents was recorded for each month when the first semester 2018-19 

















First Semester Behavior Incidents by Month Comparing 2016-17 and 2018-19 
 
      Incident Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.   Sem 
Category Year n % n % n % n % n % N  
Insubordination 16-17 18 26 26 28 31 39 29 49 16 30 120  
 18-19 2 33 2 33 10 45 8 57 3 30 25  
              
Disruption 16-17 30 43 33 35 23 29 18 31 21 40 125  
 18-19 1 17 4 67 10 45 2 14 2 20 19  
              
Threats 16-17 1 <1 6 6 2 3 0 0 0 0 9  
 18-19 2 33 0 0 1 5 2 14 1 10 6  
              
Disrespect 16-17 19 28 29 30 24 30 12 20 16 30 100  
 18-19 1 17 0 0 1 5 2 14 3 30 7  
              
Physical Alt. 16-17 1 <1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
 18-19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 1  
Total Behavior Incidents per First Semester: 2016-17 (N = 355); 2018-19 (N = 58) 
 
There were 275 behavior incidents in the second semester of 2016-17. The most 
frequently reported incidents were disruption (n = 113; 41.1% of the total) and insubordination 
(n = 102; 37.1% of the total). Threats (n = 14; 5.1% of the total), disrespect (n = 45; 16.4% of the 
total) and physical altercation (n = 1; .36% of the total) constituted the remainder of the incidents 
reported for the second semester of 2016-17. These data are provided in Table 12.  
Fifty-six behavior incidents were reported in the second semester of 2018-19. The most 
frequently reported incidents were disruption (n = 25; 44.6% of the total) and insubordination (n 
= 18; 32.1% of the total). The other categories: threats (n = 6; 10.7% of the total) and disrespect 
(n = 7; 12.5% of the total) comprised the remainder of the behavior incidents for the second 
semester of 2018-19. These data are provided in Table 12.  
Overall, data indicated a reduction in behavior incidents when comparing the second 
semester of 2018-19 (n = 56) with 2016-17 (n = 275). Both years combined for a total of 331 
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behavior incidents, 83.1% of which occurred in 2016-17. Insubordination and disruption were 
the most frequently reported behavior incidents during both 2016-17 and 2018-19. When 
comparing the second semesters by month, there was a reduced number of behavior incidents 




Second Semester Behavior Incidents by Month Comparing 2016-17 and 2018-19 
 
      Incident Jan. Feb. March April May    Sem 
Category Year n % n % n % n % n % N  
Insubordination 16-17 31 41 27 41 24 43 8 24 12 28 102  
 18-19 8 40 2 12 5 63 2 25 1 33 18  
              
Disruption 16-17 30 39 23 35 28 50 14 41 18 42 113  
 18-19 8 40 9 53 2 25 4 50 2 67 25  
              
Threats 16-17 2 3 4 6 1 2 3 9 4 9 14  
 18-19 1 5 2 12 1 13 2 25 0 0 6  
              
Disrespect 16-17 13 17 11 17 3 5 9 26 9 21 45  
 18-19 3 15 4 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 7  
              
Physical Alt. 16-17 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1  
 18-19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
Total Behavior Incidents per Second Semester: 2016-17 (N = 275); 2018-19 (N = 56) 
 
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Effects of PBIS 
 Results from the teacher interviews (Appendix C) indicated teachers had an average of 15 
years of experience with a range of 6-34 years. Teachers had been at the study facility for an 
average of 6.6 years. Every teacher indicated they were initially skeptical when they heard the 
school would be implementing a PBIS program. After implementation, four of the five teachers 
indicated they now feel differently about PBIS since they have seen positive results. One of the 
teachers stated, “students are more engaged and more attentive in the classroom since the 
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introduction of PBIS.” One teacher indicated they felt the program is “too much busy work to 
keep up with.”     
 When asked about the impact of PBIS on student behavior, four of the five teachers 
responded in the affirmative while one teacher felt it had little impact since “officers did not 
conduct it (PBIS) properly.” One teacher noted they had seen “major improvement in student 
behavior” since the introduction of the program. When asked about the impact of PBIS on 
student participation, four of the five teachers indicated improved participation. One teacher 
stated student participation has “greatly improved since the introduction of PBIS.” The one 
teacher who did not indicate improved participation stated, “I think the rewards program has 
been semi-effective at getting kids to participate in school.” 
 When asked about the impact of PBIS on student achievement, four of the five teachers 
indicated they believed students had been more successful after the implementation of PBIS. 
Teachers felt students had been more interactive in class and the added engagement had led to 
more academic success. One teacher stated, “the big thing that PBIS has done is that it 
encourages kids to be in school; when kids are in school, they learn more and make better 
grades.” When asked if they would encourage other juvenile facilities to incorporate PBIS in 
their programming, four of the five teachers responded affirmatively. 
 Correctional Officers’ Perceptions of the Effects of PBIS  
Ten correctional officers participated in the survey. Correctional officers had an average 
of 7.7 years of experience in the facility with a range of 4-17 years. Initial reactions to PBIS were 
varied. Two officers initially thought a program to help with behavior would be great for the 
facility; while three officers were skeptical that any program could alter the behavior of the 
residents. Five officers indicated they were initially indifferent to the program and did not hear 
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much about it. Four officers stated even after implementation, they still did not know what the 
program was or the purpose behind it. After implementation of PBIS, two officers indicated they 
now feel differently about PBIS since they have seen positive results. When asked to elaborate 
on the positive results of PBIS one officer said, “kids have been more willing to come to school 
after PBIS was introduced; even if they just want to go to the reward they are still coming to 
school.” Four of the ten officers interviewed concluded they do not think PBIS has had any 
impact on the residents of their facility. One officer stated, “these kids are really good at playing 
the game to get what they want; they would do anything to get their way.” When asked if 
incentives could be used to make what the student wants align with what the teacher wants the 
officer responded, “yes, I think that can and has happened; we should just not expect that the kid 
has had a fundamental change.” 
 When asked about the impact of PBIS on student behavior, two of the ten officers 
responded in the affirmative while four officers thought the program had no impact. Four 
officers felt the PBIS program improved student behavior in school, but it had no impact on 
residents outside school. One officer stated, “like most programs here, some kids buy in and do 
well and others could care less.” When asked about the impact of PBIS on student participation, 
three officers indicated improved participation. Four officers stated PBIS has done little to 
change student participation, and three officers said students have been participating more since 
the implementation of PBIS, but it is only so they can go to the rewards program. One officer 
who did not believe PBIS had improved participation stated, “if it does not pertain to something 




 When asked about the impact of PBIS on student achievement, seven of the ten officers 
indicated they believed students had been more successful after the implementation of PBIS. 
They reported it seems like more students are passing more tests and classes. Three officers did 
not believe PBIS had an impact on student achievement. When asked if they would encourage 
other juvenile facilities to incorporate PBIS in their programming, seven of the ten officers 
responded affirmatively while the other three officers said no or they were not sure.  
Summary of the Findings 
When examining the changes in student achievement in math following the 
implementation of PBIS, the percentage of D and F grades decreased while A and B grades 
increased between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Chi-square goodness of fit test results showed math 
grade distributions were statistically significant for both the first and second semester 2017-18 
and 2018-19. One-sample t-Test results for first semester and second semester math GPAs across 
the years indicated mean scores increased every year from 2016-17 to 2018-19. 
When analyzing the changes in student achievement in English language arts following 
the implementation of PBIS, the percentage of D and F grades decreased while A and B grades 
increased between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Chi-square goodness of fit test results indicated ELA 
grade distributions were statistically significant for the first semester of 2017-18 and the second 
semester of 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19. One-sample t-Test results for first semester and 
second semester ELA GPAs across the years indicated mean scores increased every year from 
2016-17 to 2018-19. 
 First semester student refusals decreased by 73.86% from 2016-17 (n = 264) to 2018-19 
(n = 69). First semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached their highest numbers in 
September (n = 96), October (n = 57), and November (n = 41). First semester 2018-19 refusals 
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were highest in the months of November (n = 22) and December (n = 24). Second semester 
student refusals decreased by 16.95% from 2016-17 (n = 118) to 2018-19 (n = 98). Second 
semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached their highest numbers in January (n = 51). 
Second semester 2018-19 refusals were highest in February (n = 29) and March (n = 25).  
The number of behavior incidents decreased when 2018-19 data were compared with 
2016-17. The first semesters of 2016-17 and 2018-19 combined for a total of 413 behavior 
incidents, 85.9% of which occurred in 2016-17. The second semesters of 2016-17 and 2018-19 
combined for a total of 331 behavior incidents, 83.1% of which occurred in 2016-17. 
Insubordination and disruption reflected the largest percentages of behavior incidents during 
both 2016-17 and 2018-19.  
All teachers interviewed indicated they were initially skeptical when they heard the 
school would be implementing a PBIS program. After implementation, four of the five teachers 
reported they now felt differently about PBIS after seeing positive results. Four of the five 
teachers believed PBIS had a positive impact on achievement, student behavior, and student 
participation and would encourage other juvenile facilities to incorporate PBIS in their 
programming.  
 Correctional officers’ perceptions of PBIS implementation varied. Sixty (n = 6) percent 
of the officers interviewed indicated they were indifferent to the program before implementation 
and forty percent (n = 4) stated they did not understand much about the program after two years 
of implementation. Two of ten officers indicated they now feel differently about PBIS since they 
have seen positive results. Four officers concluded they do not think PBIS has had any impact on 
the residents of their facility. Forty percent of the officers felt PBIS improved student behavior in 
school, but the program had no impact on residents outside school. When asked about the impact 
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of PBIS on student achievement, seven of the ten officers indicated they believed students had 

























CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 Chapter five presents the conclusions and recommendations associated with this case 
study. Chapter elements include sections on the problem statement, research questions, study 
subjects, methods, summary of findings, conclusions, discussion and implications, and 
recommendations for further research.  
Problem Statement 
Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS) is being used in nearly 26,000 
general education schools nationwide and has been shown to be effective in improving behavior, 
participation in classes, and achievement in the general education setting (Bradshaw et al., 2010; 
PBIS OSEP, 2018). PBIS research has focused primarily on the general education setting and 
there is a shortage of research examining PBIS in the juvenile justice settings (Gagnon et al., 
2018), although the juvenile justice population presents unique challenges not present in the 
general education setting. Students in juvenile justice facilities show higher rates of deficiency in 
participation, achievement, and problem behaviors than general education students (Burrell & 
Warboys, 2000; PBIS OSEP, 2019; Quinn et al., 2005). Therefore, the purpose of this case study 
was to examine the effects of PBIS at one juvenile justice facility in West Virginia. Selected 
variables including participation in school, achievement, and behavior were also examined.   
Research Questions 
The following questions guided the research: 
1. What is the change, if any, in student achievement in math and English language arts 
in a juvenile facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
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2. What is the change, if any, in student participation in the educational program in a 
juvenile facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
3. What is the change, if any, in student behavior in a juvenile facility following the 
implementation of a PBIS program? 
4. What are a juvenile facility’s teacher’s perceptions of the effects of PBIS on 
participation, achievement, and student behavior? 
5. What are a juvenile facility’s correctional officer’s perceptions of the effects of PBIS 
on participation, achievement, and student behavior? 
Study Subjects 
The study population consisted of students who spent time in a juvenile justice facility in 
West Virginia during 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years. The juvenile justice facility 
serves male residents between the ages of 10 and 21 and female residents between the ages of 12 
and 21 and serves all 55 counties in West Virginia. The facility was designed to handle a total 
capacity of 48 residents. The facility provides residential care to high-risk, pre-adjudicated, or 
detention residents on one unit and maximum security, post-adjudicated, or commitment 
residents on the other. During the six semesters encompassed by the study grades were recorded 
for 156 students, 115 of the 156 students were at the detention center for one semester only. 
Three students stayed at the detention center for four of the semesters.  
A second element of the study population was the school’s educational staff and 
correctional officers. The educational staff consisted of five teachers who teach math, science, 
social studies, English, reading, special education, physical education, Test Assessing Secondary 
Completion (TASC) prep, and career and technical education (CTE), and one school counselor. 
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All the teachers at the facility have been teaching at the facility for at least four years. Ten 
correctional officers also participated in the study.  
Methods 
Data on student achievement, participation, and behavior for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 
2018-19 school years were collected from multiple sources. Report card grades awarded while at 
the facility were used to calculate student grade point averages. Student refusal reports were 
analyzed to determine changes in participation by semester during the three-year period. 
Behavior data were gathered from teacher incident reports. Data were analyzed to determine the 
extent to which there were differences in student participation, achievement, and behavior when 
the PBIS year was compared to the non-PBIS year. Chi-square “goodness of fit” and One 
Sample t-Tests were used to compare achievement, while percentages were analyzed for 
behavior incidents and participation. 
 A second data source involved interviews with teachers and correctional officers who had 
been in the school during the three years of the study. Face to face interviews were conducted by 
the Co-Investigator. The Interview Protocol was designed to develop an understanding of the 
respondent’s experience, perceptions of PBIS before and after implementation, and the perceived 
impact PBIS had on student behavior, student participation, and student achievement. The 
Interview Protocol can be found in Appendix C. 
Summary of Findings 
When examining the changes in student achievement in math and English language arts 
following the implementation of PBIS, the percentage of D and F grades decreased while A and 
B grades increased between 2016-17 and 2018-19. One-sample t-Test results for first semester 
57 
 
and second semester math and ELA GPAs across the years show mean scores increased every 
year from 2016-17 to 2018-19. 
 First semester student refusals decreased by 73.86% from 2016-17 (N = 264) to 2018-19 
(N = 69). First semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached their highest numbers in 
September (N = 96) while the refusals for the first semester of 2018-19 were highest in the 
month of December (N = 24). Second semester student refusals decreased by 16.95% from 2016-
17 (N = 118) to 2018-19 (N = 98). Second semester refusals for the 2016-17 school year reached 
their highest numbers in January (N = 51) while February (N = 29) had the highest number of 
refusals for the second semester of 2018-19.  
Findings indicated a reduction in behavior incidents when comparing 2018-19 with 2016-
17. The first semesters of 2016-17 and 2018-19 combined for a total of 413 behavior incidents, 
85.9% of which occurred in 2016-17. The second semesters of 2016-17 and 2018-19 combined 
for a total of 331 behavior incidents, 83.1% of which occurred in 2016-17. Insubordination and 
disruption reflected the largest percentages of behavior incidents during both 2016-17 and 2018-
19.  
Facilities teachers reported they were initially skeptical when they heard the school 
would be implementing a PBIS program. After implementation, four of the five teachers 
indicated they now felt differently about PBIS after seeing positive results. Four of the five 
teachers believed PBIS had positive impacts on achievement, student behavior and student 
participation and would encourage other juvenile facilities to incorporate PBIS in their 
programming.  
 Correctional officers’ perceptions of PBIS implementation varied. Sixty percent of 
officers reported indifference to the program before implementation and forty percent stated they 
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did not understand much about the program after two years of implementation. Two of ten 
officers indicated they now feel differently about PBIS since they have seen positive results. 
Four officers concluded they do not think PBIS has had any impact on the residents of their 
facility. Forty percent of officers felt PBIS improved student behavior in school, but it had no 
impact on residents outside of school. When asked about the impact of PBIS on student 
achievement, seven of the ten officers indicated they believed students had been more successful 
after the implementation of PBIS. 
Conclusions 
 The data collected in this study were sufficient to support the following conclusions:  
What is the change, if any, in student achievement in math in a juvenile facility following 
the implementation of a PBIS program? 
Overall, based on grade distribution and mean GPA scores, student achievement in math 
increased following implementation of PBIS. The percentage of D and F grades decreased while 
the percentage of A and B grades increased for both first and second semesters following the 
implementation of PBIS between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Chi-square goodness of fit test results 
were statistically significant for both semesters for 2017-18 and 2018-19. Mean GPA math 
scores increased in both semesters between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Mean GPA scores for 2016-17 
first semester and the 2018-19 second semester were statistically significant.  
What is the change, if any, in student achievement in English language arts in a juvenile 
facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
The percentage of D and F grades decreased while the percentage of A and B grades 
increased for both first and second semesters following the implementation of PBIS between 
2016-17 and 2018-19. ELA Chi-square results for the second semester grade distributions from 
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2016-17 and 2018-19 were statistically significant. Mean GPA scores also increased in both 
semesters between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Mean GPA scores for the 2016-17 first semester and 
the 2018-19 second semester were statistically significant. 
What is the change, if any, in student participation in the educational program in a juvenile 
facility following the implementation of a PBIS program? 
Student refusals decreased (resulting in increased student participation) by 73.86% from 
2016-17 (N = 264) to 2018-19 (N = 69) following the implementation of PBIS.  
What is the change, if any, in student behavior in a juvenile facility following the 
implementation of a PBIS program? 
Student behavior incidents decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19 following 
implementation of a PBIS program. The first semesters of 2016-17 and 2018-19 combined for a 
total of 413 behavior incidents, 85.9% of which occurred in 2016-17. The second semesters of 
2016-17 and 2018-19 combined for a total of 331 behavior incidents, 83.1% of which occurred 
in 2016-17.  
What are a juvenile facility’s teachers’ perceptions of the effects of PBIS on participation, 
achievement, and student behavior? 
Teachers generally believed PBIS had a positive impact on student achievement, 
behavior, and participation, and encourage other juvenile facilities to incorporate PBIS in their 
programming. Teachers were initially skeptical of the PBIS program; however, after 
implementation, they indicated the program helped improve the school. 
What are a juvenile facility’s correctional officers’ perceptions of the effects of PBIS on 
participation, achievement, and student behavior? 
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Correctional officers’ perceptions of PBIS implementation varied widely. Eighty percent 
of the officers interviewed claimed they either did not understand much about the program after 
two years of implementation or do not think PBIS has had any impact on the residents’ behavior. 
Nearly half the officers surveyed (40%) felt PBIS improved student behavior in school, but it had 
no impact on residents outside school. More than two-thirds of the officers (70%) believed 
students made better grades after implementation of PBIS.  
Discussion and Implications 
Student achievement in math and English language arts following the implementation of 
PBIS indicate the percentage of D and F grades decreased while A and B grades increased 
between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Mean GPA scores increased every year from 2016-17 to 2018-19 
in both math and ELA. These results were not surprising considering both student refusals and 
behavior incidents decreased between 2016-17 and 2018-19. Research has shown students who 
attend school more regularly achieve at higher levels (Garcia & Weiss, 2018). While there seems 
to be improvement in student achievement between 2016-17 and 2018-19, not all the measures 
were statistically significant. Individual years were compared to a normal distribution not to 
other years. This decision was made because of the differences in the data set due to the large 
turnover of students at the facility and could have affected the data analysis.  
Data from the 2017-18 school year were not compared because the year had only partial 
implementation of PBIS. Another factor that affected the 2017-18 data was the facility decision 
to not allow students on the lowest phase (Phase 1) to attend education in the educational wing. 
Phase 1 students were taught in their living pods until they demonstrated good behavior and 
could attend educational programming with other students. This decision had wide ranging 
implications and could have distorted the achievement, attendance, and behavior data for 2017-
61 
 
18. Phase 1 students typically refuse school more often and have increased behavior incidents. 
Since these students were not educated in the educational classrooms during the 2017-18 school 
year, they did not factor into school attendance or behavior incidents. For this reason, school 
refusals and behavior incidents were substantially reduced for the 2017-18 school year and a 
comparison between 2016-17 and 2018-19 was deemed more appropriate. All students were 
educated in the educational classrooms during 2016-17 and 2018-19.  
In addition to student turnover, the facility staff turnover must also be considered. 
Facility operations play an important role in the daily educational schedule. For example, if the 
host agency is not properly staffed, students will not be allowed out of their rooms. On two 
occasions during the 2016-17 school year, riots in the student living quarters severely diminished 
the number of students who could come to school. Students placed on administrative segregation 
or room restriction must be educated in their rooms until given approval to return to school. The 
facility also experienced a shift in leadership with the replacement of the facility superintendent. 
Leadership changes led to philosophical changes that trickled down throughout the staff. These 
facility changes made it difficult to draw conclusions about PBIS implementation during the 
three years of this study. 
Some of these issues, such as high staff turnover and leadership changes, motivated 
facility personnel to investigate moving from a school-wide PBIS (SWPBIS) to a facility-wide 
PBIS (FWPBIS) model. Many juvenile justice schools in West Virginia have made or are 
making the move from SWPBIS to FWPBIS. Despite numerous steps taken over a two-year 
period to facilitate the move to a facility-wide model, the effort was halted before final 
implementation. The facility leadership team created expectations for every area the youths 
visited in the building and a token reward system was created to reinforce the behaviors outlined. 
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Ultimately, the leadership team decided they were not ready to use the PBIS framework and 
tabled the idea.  
 Student participation data following the implementation of PBIS indicates student 
refusals decreased by 73.86% from 2016-17 (N = 264) to 2018-19 (N = 69). Student participation 
is important as high school dropouts have higher rates of childhood school absenteeism 
(Hickman, Bartholomew and Mathwig, 2007). By ninth grade, attendance has been shown to be 
significantly correlated with high school graduation (Allenworth and Easton, 2005). These 
results are striking considering the research from Flannery et al. (2013) which suggested two 
years were likely needed to see significant changes in statistical data.  
Keeping kids in school has been a big focus of the educational department of the school 
especially since the 2016-17 school year. That year served as a wakeup call as there was a 
problem that needed to be addressed. During the partial implementation year of 2017-18, 
students who refused would often have their mattresses taken away and their lights turned on 
during school hours. These measures reduced student absenteeism, but the practice was 
eliminated due to its severity.  
During the 2018-19 school year, PBIS weekly rewards were the main incentive used to 
keep students in the classroom. If students went to school all week and were not removed for a 
behavior incident, they were treated to a Friday movie and snack. The facility staff did not report 
any issues with students finding loopholes in the rewards system. As an additional negative 
consequence, independent of PBIS rewards, if a student refused school, they could potentially 
receive an automatic phase drop which would affect them in numerous ways outside normal 
educational hours.   
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Findings indicate a reduction in student behavior incidents when comparing 2018-19 with 
2016-17. These results align with prior research that shows schools that introduce PBIS have 
fewer serious behavior incidents (Arnold, 2013; Simonson et al., 2010). Education department 
staff at the juvenile facility only utilized Tier I interventions and were not trained to administer 
Tier II and III interventions. Research has shown Tier I support should be effective for 80 to 90 
percent of students (Algozzine et al., 2010). While Tier I interventions are designed to support 
the maximum number of students it is important to note implementation of Tier II and III 
interventions could have altered the results of this study.    
While all the teachers at the school were initially skeptical about the implementation of 
PBIS, the majority of the facility’s teachers (4 of 5) believed PBIS was a positive influence on 
student achievement, behavior, and participation, and encourage other juvenile facilities to 
incorporate PBIS in their programming. Teachers consistently answered their initial skepticism 
was based on the large number of different programs that have been introduced and then 
forgotten. Teachers were quick to point out the importance of the rewards program in the 
difference in student behavior. Teachers commented students would often bring their behavior to 
acceptable levels once they knew they were in jeopardy of getting in trouble and missing out of 
the rewards program. It is reasonable to question if the rewards program would have been as 
effective if it were unconnected to the PBIS program. One teacher was responsible for all the 
negative responses towards PBIS. This teacher felt the program was “too much busy work to 
keep up with.” When asked to elaborate on how much busy work was involved with PBIS the 
teacher indicated they had to fill out a discipline report and give it to the school principal. When 
asked if there was any other busy work with PBIS the teacher responded, “no, I guess it is not all 
that much.”  
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Correctional officers’ perceptions of PBIS implementation varied widely. Most (80%) 
officers claimed they either did not understand much about the program after two years of 
implementation or do not think PBIS has had any impact on the residents’ behavior. Nearly half 
(40%) of the officers surveyed felt PBIS improved student behavior in school, but it had no 
impact on residents outside school. Most officers (70%) believed students made better grades 
after the implementation of PBIS. These results suggest officers were less knowledgeable than 
teachers about the PBIS program. There could also have been some negative attitudes due to the 
failed attempt at bringing a facility-wide PBIS (FWPBIS) program to the facility during the 
2019-2020 school year. The FWPBIS program was brought to a halt due to a lack of buy-in from 
facility leadership. The education department’s PBIS program continued to operate throughout 
the process and some officers may have been left with negative perspectives that lingered in the 
building.  
Officer interviews also indicated some students were only concerned about rewards and 
once a student missed the opportunity to attend the weekly reward their behavior would 
deteriorate. This criticism is fair, and the educational staff is exploring ways to correct this issue. 
Discussions have led to a model similar to one used in Texas where students gather points in 
order to gain rewards of interest and the points could be used in the school store despite not 
earning the weekly reward movie. 
Correctional officers’ perceptions are consistent with previous research (Jolivette et al., 
2020; Swain-Bradway et al., 2013; & Kimball et al., 2017). Jolivette et al. (2020) stated it was 
not uncommon for staff to feel: (a) they have no voice in the creation of the PBIS plan; (b) PBIS 
is just a repeat of other short-lived programs; (c) a new program means an increase in the amount 
of work and data they have to collect; and (d) staff will no longer be able to use previously 
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approved disciplinary strategies. All of these common perspectives were heard from the 
correctional staff when the facility leadership team was discussing moving to facility-wide PBIS. 
Members of the leadership team routinely discussed how they felt the program was just another 
hoop to jump through rather than a program that could help the facility improve outcomes for 
residents and staff. Inconsistent buy-in has been identified as a major barrier to the 
implementation of PBIS (Swain-Bradway et al., 2013; & Kimball et al., 2017); this is especially 
true when the lack of buy-in occurs within the leadership team. 
Teachers deal with the students for only a small portion of the day while the officers’ job 
does not stop at 3pm. The educational department received significant training in implementing 
the PBIS program while the correctional officers received no training. Teachers worked together 
to create clear expectations so students would know what to expect in every area of the school. 
Correctional officers were not a part of any step of that process which can explain some of the 
disconnect in attitudes towards PBIS. While teachers spent time teaching expectations to the 
students, correctional officers were mainly concerned with enforcing behavior in the classroom. 
According to some officers, students would meet the rewards expectations in education and then 
leave school and go back to misbehavior. While this scenario does not point to lasting behavioral 
change, it suggests the PBIS program is working in the educational setting.  
Although the extension of PBIS into the juvenile justice setting is only in the beginning 
stages, the PBIS program offers a promising approach to dealing with the complex needs of 
students in the juvenile justice system. Scott et al. (2002) argued PBIS practices are appropriate 
and needed for adjudicated youth for three reasons: (a) students have the same rights to a free 
and appropriate public education as their peers in traditional school; (b) adjudicated youth must 
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be afforded the protections and services as their peers in traditional school; and (c) students need 
access to a comprehensive curriculum that emphasizes academics and social skill instruction.  
Administrative Recommendations  
After implementing PBIS in one juvenile justice school in West Virginia there are several 
practical recommendations to help anyone looking to implement SW-PBIS in their secure 
facility. These suggestions are both grounded in the study findings and learned from experience. 
It is vital that the school leadership team be open to putting in the effort to develop a program 
that could support positive outcomes for years to come. Administrative support, especially 
budget support, is another critical aspect of the implementation process. Administrators are going 
to need to be patient and arrange for professional development whenever necessary. Initially, 
resistance to the program was expressed by those with a more punitive perspective. Once it was 
understood PBIS does not eliminate consequences but seeks to incentivize desired behaviors, 
staff were more receptive.  
The education department at this facility received large support from PBIS experts 
provided to help the staff work through issues and understand the PBIS framework. In retrospect, 
some of the most valuable experiences in the implementation process occurred when the entire 
staff would meet with the PBIS specialist and expressed differing opinions and ask difficult 
questions. 
PBIS should be conceptualized as an on-going process and not a one-year project. 
Facility teachers stated PBIS was a program that took time because of the required data analysis, 
but it was worth the effort due to the reduction of misbehavior. Facility leadership must secure 
the support of approximately 80% of the staff before you roll out the program. The example of 
the facilities experience with FW-PBIS is very instructive for how the process can go if there is 
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not leadership support or buy-in from the staff. The deathblow to hopes of a FW-PBIS program 
at this juvenile justice school was the lack of a full commitment to the interventions from the 
leadership team.  
In comparison to the struggles of implementing FW-PBIS, the education department was 
more open to change after experiencing a difficult year dealing with student discipline problems 
in the classroom. Although there was some initial skepticism in the education department, staff 
bought into the program when they understood how much input they would have in developing 
the program. By the time the teachers developed expectations, buy-in was well above 80%. As 
the facility enters year four of PBIS they are continuing to receive professional development that 
will help them reach the Tier II and III students.  
It is recommended educational departments in juvenile institutions involve the 
correctional officers in the creation of PBIS expectations and implementation. Involving officers 
in a SW-PBIS is more difficult than if there was a FW-PBIS program but increasing officer 
involvement may increase officer buy-in to the program. Officers should have a voice in a 
program of which they are expected to reinforce. If officers were involved in the creation of the 
schools PBIS decisions many misconceptions and misunderstandings could be resolved.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research should examine teacher and staff perception of PBIS. This facility was 
interesting because it appears to have a successful SW-PBIS program, yet FW-PBIS failed to 
take root. Understanding staff perceptions could provide insight into facilities where PBIS was 
successfully implemented and where it failed to take hold. Scheuermann et al. (2019) points out 
implementation in secure care facilities to date has largely been guided by extending the logic 
and principles of PBIS practices that have been documented in traditional school settings. As 
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noted previously, secure facilities differ in many ways and need their own set of best practices. 
The growing number of states implementing PBIS in secure facilities should make it easier to 
compare the attitudes of staff and the behavior incidents of the youth to facilities that implement 
a more traditional model.  
Research could also focus on the effects of SW-PBIS versus FW-PBIS on the total 
disciplinary incidents at a facility. For, example, it would be interesting to compare the number 
of behavior incidents in various parts of the building before and after the implementation of 
PBIS. As PBIS continues to grow in secure care settings studies should examine recidivism rates 
for juvenile facilities that implement PBIS versus those who do not implement PBIS.  
Future research should also examine the longevity of PBIS in juvenile justice facilities. 
The staff buy-in is partially attributable to the collective decision-making process. As stated in 
the administrative recommendations, it is important to see PBIS as an on-going process, and staff 
should continually revisit expectations to evaluate their effectiveness. Future research on 
perspectives of PBIS would help with measuring the longevity of PBIS. Questions that measure 
staff buy-in over time would help move the research forward. 
Summary Statement 
While PBIS is used in nearly 26,000 schools nationwide, there is a lack of efficacy data 
for juvenile justice facilities. This case study has provided insight into the extent to which the 
implementation of PBIS affected participation, achievement, and behavior in one juvenile justice 
school in West Virginia. The primary goal of PBIS is to help an individual change his or her 
lifestyle in a direction that allows all stakeholders the opportunity to enjoy an improved quality 
of life. The secondary goal of PBIS is to render problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and 
ineffective by helping an individual achieve his or her goals in a socially acceptable manner, thus 
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reducing, or eliminating, episodes of problem behavior (Carr, Dunlap, Horner, et al., 2002). This 
study has shown after the implementation of PBIS at one juvenile justice school, behavior 
incidents reduced while attendance and achievement increased. Research has shown that 
education should be a cornerstone of the juvenile rehabilitation process (Mazzotti & Higgins, 
2006). Students in juvenile justice facilities show higher rates of deficiency in participation, 
achievement, and problem behaviors (Burrell & Warboys, 2000; PBIS OSEP, 2019; Quinn et al., 
2005). While  PBIS cannot be shown to be the determining cause of improvement, it has been 
shown to be associated with a reduction in disciplinary infractions, and improvements in 
achievement and participation; therefore PBIS could be a positive addition to similar facilities 
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APPENDIX B: PROGRAM SUPERINTENDENT APPROVAL LETTER 
From: Johnathan Baldwin  
To:     Jacob Green 
1/10/2020 2:18 pm 
 
Hello Mr. Green, 
  
Since you are the Superintendent of ODTP, I am requesting permission to access our school’s 
PBIS student data and use it in doctoral research. All identifiable information will be de-








From: Jacob Green 
To:     Johnathan Baldwin 
1/10/2020 3:10 pm 
 
As long as there is no student identifiable information, you are good to proceed.  
Jacob C. Green 
Superintendent 
Technical Education and Governor’s Economic Initiatives 











APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
1. How many years have you been teaching or working as a correctional officer? 
2. How many years have you been at your current school or facility? 
3. When you first heard the school was implementing a PBIS program, what were your initial 
thoughts? 
4. Do you still feel the same way about PBIS? If not, what has changed your mind? 
5. In your experience, what, if any, impact did PBIS have on student behavior? 
6. What, if any, impact did PBIS have on student participation? 
7. What, if any, impact did PBIS have on student achievement? 
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